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The Problem of Sexual Offending 
Prevalence of sexual offenses 
In the past decade, the media has increasingly focused on the problem posed by 
sexual offenders. This increased focus is motivated, in part, by high profile crimes such as 
the abduction of Jacob Wetterling in 1989 and the sexual assault and murder of 7 year old 
Megan Kank:a in 1994 (Petrosino & Petrosino, 1999). However, the seriousness of this 
problem is also underscored by the prevalence of sexual victimization. It is estimated that 
20% of adult women will be victims of a completed rape within their lives and 10% to 25% 
of women will be sexually assaulted in the course oftheirlives (Koss, 1993). Childhood 
sexual abuse of females has similar prevalence rates, ranging from a conservative estimate of 
15% to a more inclusive estimate of 32% (Vogeltanz, Wilsnack, Harris, Wilsnack, 
Wonderlich, & Kristjanson, 1999). Childhood sexual victimization of males is less common; 
prevalence rates for this have been estimated between 4% and 16% (Holmes & Slap, 1998). 
The substantial differences in the estimates cited here are due, in part, to the lack of 
standardized definitions for sexual assault. 
Consequences of sexual offending 
Short and long term consequences of sexual assault also argue for continued research 
in this area. Short term effects of sexual assault range from intrusive thoughts and flashbacks 
to behavioral problems such as truancy, sexual promiscuity and eating disorders (Blackburn, 
1993). In the long term, victims may experience a range of negative effects including 
depression, anxiety disorders and impairments in sexual functioning (Finkelhor, 1986). 
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Management of the sex offender population 
Given the prevalence of sexual recidivism, a variety of methods aimed at reducing 
recidivism have been developed. Sex offender treatment programs were one of the first 
attempts, but subsequent research on the effectiveness of these programs has been mixed. 
Hall (1995) noted a small but significant decrease in recidivism rates when using cognitive-
behavioral and hormonal treatments. However, other researchers have cautioned that sex 
offender treatment is unlikely to have a beneficial effect beyond the short term (Hanson & 
Bussiere, 1998) and have therefore called for alternatives to treatment. 
One possible alternative is community notification laws. In an effort to address the 
public's growing concern, legislators have passed a series of laws, such as Megan's Law, 
which is designed to manage the population of sexual offenders through sex offender 
registration and community notification (Petrosino & Petrosino, 1999). These laws enable 
law enforcement to release information regarding convicted sex offenders to individuals in 
the community. Advocates of the notification laws assert that such laws reduce the chance of 
sexual offending by alerting the community to the potential threat that an offender poses. 
Opponents, however, have criticized the laws on the grounds that they violate the 
constitutional rights of the offender (Berliner, 1996), that they increase the risk of vigilantism 
(Lieb, 1996), and that they fail to address the danger posed by those offenders who travel to 
nearby communities that lack access to the information (Lieb, 1996; Prentky, 1996). 
Another possible alternative is intensive supervision, which is designed to curb 
reoffense rates through the addition of specially trained parole agents and probation officers. 
Ideally, this reduces the caseloads of agents to a maximum of 15 offenders per agent. 
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Finally, sexually violent predator/civil commitment laws have also been used to 
manage high risk offenders by giving states the power to civilly commit those offenders 
deemed to be sexually dangerous. Under these laws, offenders can be institutionalized until 
the level of risk they present is significantly reduced. Problems with this alternative include 
the excessive expense associated with institutionalization and the potential for civil rights 
violations arising from the continued institutionalization of people who have served their 
prison sentences. 
Need for the Prediction of Recidivism 
For both ethical and fiscal reasons, it is not realistic to provide all sex offenders with 
the highest level of supervision, treatment, and community notification. It is ethically and 
constitutionally questionable to require that all sexual offenders endure prolonged 
incarceration or intensive supervision. Even if ethical considerations did not apply, however, 
it is not economically feasible to provide high levels of supervision or incarceration to all 
offenders. These considerations, then, bring up the important issue of identifying those 
offenders who represent the greatest danger to society. 
One way to accomplish this objective is to identify those offenders most likely to 
reoffend upon release from prison. Obviously, those offenders who are likely to commit 
another offense if released from prison represent a greater danger to society than those 
offenders who are unlikely to reoffend. With the ability to reliably and accurately identify 
offenders at high risk for reoffense, officials can more efficiently allocate resources to 
manage the most dangerous offenders. 
Initially, risk prediction for recidivism was solely a clinical endeavor. Although 
clinical prediction has evolved into a more structured process, the existing research clearly 
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demonstrates the superiority of actuarial instruments in prediction (Mossman, 1994). 
Researchers have responded by developing actuarial instruments such as the RRASOR 
(Hanson, 1998) and the MnSOST-R (Epperson, Kaul, & Huot, 1998) and the predictions 
generated by these instruments have achieved impressive correlations with recidivism ( as 
high as .45). 
The objective behind the development of the initial MnSOSTwas to develop an 
empirically scored actuarial instrument that could be used with all adult male sex offenders. 
The revised version of this instrument was composed of sixteen variables drawn from four 
general domains, including dynamic variables, early onset/chronicity variables, offense-
related variables, and unstable life style variables. The MnSOST-R proved to be a significant 
improvement over the initial instrument and other measures such as the RRASOR and the 
PCL-SV. The MnSOST-R correlated .45 with recidivism in the development sample and .39 
in the cross validation sample. An alternative method of assessing predictive instruments is 
the Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC). Unlike correlational research, ROCs are 
independent of baseline rates and are therefore useful in comparing results across studies that 
have varying baseline rates. In ROC analyses for the MnSOST-R, the area under the curve 
was .77 in the development sample and .76 in the cross validation sample. 
Impediments to Prediction 
Given the importance of actuarial instruments, several problems associated with the 
development of such instruments need to be addressed. While critics have argued that the 
base rate of sexual recidivism is too low to warrant further research in this area, this assertion 
has been disputed. Theorists have posited that prediction remains a viable effort so long as 
base rates for reoffense fall somewhere between 25% and 75% for the identified sample 
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(Furr, 1993). Prevalence rates in various studies have reported 5 to 6 year recidivism rates 
greater than 25% (Rice, Qu1nsey, & Harris, 1991; Quinsey, Lalumiere, Rice & Harris, 1995; 
Rice & Harris, 1997; Hanson, Steffy, & Gauthier, 1993). 
A Type I error occurs when a relationship between the criterion variable and a 
predictor variable is a result of error or chance occurrence. In terms of the present research, a 
variable may be incorrectly identified as contributing to the prediction of sexual recidivism 
when, in fact, it merely reflects a unique attribute of the sample being studied. This 
limitation can be addressed by setting a conservative alpha level, thereby minimizing the 
chance for a Type I error. 
The type of data used in prediction is yet another potential problem. Many 
researchers have used clinical data, such as results from phallometric assessments and 
psychometric instruments like the MMPI. Although such data may contribute to the 
prediction of recidivism, it is not routinely available. Many offenders refuse to cooperate 
with such assessments and, as a result, instruments that rely on these data will be unable to 
predict risk for recidivism for all offenders. Instruments that can predict recidivism for both 
cooperative and non-cooperative offenders are clearly more useful. 
An over-reliance on static variables is another potential impediment to effective 
prediction. Static variables include demographics and historical data and there is clear 
support for their use in the prediction research (Epperson et al., 1998; Menzies & Webster, 
1995; Quinsey, Lalumiere, et al., 1995). However, the exclusive use of static variables 
discounts the potential beneficial effects of incarceration and treatment on off enders. 
Dynamic variables, such as attitudes and post-offense behaviors, take into account the 
possibility that an offender's risk level may change as a result of interventions and, therefore, 
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allows for an equitable method of assessment. Throughout its development, the MnSOST-R 
has made use of both static and dynamic variables. 
Rationale for the Prediction of the Severity of Reoffense 
A second possibility for assessing the danger to society involves the prediction of the 
severity of the reoffense. Those individuals who are likely to commit sadistic, severe 
offenses represent a greater danger to victims and therefore to society. The development of a 
scale capable of predicting severity would enhance the existing classification system and 
enable officials to make better decisions with respect to the necessary level of supervision, 




Issues in the Prediction of Sexual Recidivism 
Clinical versus actuarial prediction 
Historically, the prediction of sexual recidivism has been a clinical endeavor. A 
clinician typically would review an offender's file, interview the offender, perform 
psychological testing, and then testify regarding the offender's risk for sexual recidivism, 
often without even specifying the risk factors that were used. Over the past decade, clinical 
prediction has evolved into a more methodical endeavor in which the clinician systematically 
reviews factors that are empirically linked to sexual recidivism. The scoring and weighting 
of these factors remains a matter of clinical judgment with this method. 
The empirical evidence, however, does not support the reliability and validity of 
clinical prediction. In a study examining risk assessments of 162 criminal defendants, 
Menzies and Webster (1995) found that graduate students with limited instruction and 
virtually no clinical experience were able to perform at the same level as experienced 
clinicians, suggesting that clinical expertise may have little impact on prediction. However, 
both the graduate students and the clinicians were unable to predict reoffense with any degree 
of accuracy, a conclusion that has found support in other research (Mossman, 1994 ). 
Similarly, Hanson and Bussiere (1998) reported an average correlation of clinical prediction 
with sexual recidivism of about .10. 
Three actuarial methods for predicting sexual recidivism have been developed in the 
past five years. These include the Minnesota Sex Offender Screening Tool-Revised 
(MnSOST-R) (Epperson, et al., 1998), the Rapid Risk Assessment of Sex Offender 
Recidivism (RRASOR) (Hanson, 1998), and the Sex Offender Violent Recidivism 
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Assessment Guide (SOVRAG) (Quinsey et al., 1995). Given the well documented 
superiority of actuarial prediction over clinical prediction, it is not surprising that these three 
instruments consistently outperform clinical prediction, achieving correlations with 
recidivism. as high as .46 (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998; Monahan, 1981; Mossman, 1994). 
Based upon their predictive validity, researchers have strongly recommended such 
instruments for the evaluation of all offenders (Harris, Rice, & Quinsey, 1993; McNiel & 
Binder, 1994; Prentky, 1996). 
Base rates 
Base rates are an additional potential obstacle to effective prediction. Base rate refers 
to the percentage of offenders from a given population who reoffend. When the base rate for 
a specific population is extremely low "the best prediction for any offender in that group is 
that he or she will not reoffend [ and] it is useless to attempt to do better by assessing 
individual cases" (Quinsey, Lalumiere, et al., 1995, p. 116). Conversely, when the base rate 
is extremely high, it is both accurate and expeditious to predict that all offenders will 
recidivate, a prediction that offers nothing in terms of reducing costs to society. For 
prediction to be viable, base rates must fall somewhere between these two extremes. 
Prediction remains viable provided that base rates fall anywhere from. 25 to 75% for the 
identified subgroup (Furr, 1993). 
Some have argued that base rates for sexual recidivism. are invariably low. However, 
this has not been accepted unequivocally and there is considerable evidence that base rates 
are not always low (Quinsey, 1981). As noted in the earlier section on prevalence, many 
studies have reported 5 to 6-year recidivism. rates greater than 25%. Such base rates are high 
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enough to justify continued research, especially in consideration of the potential benefits of 
the research. 
One problem in estimating ''true" base rates for sexual recidivism research is the 
substantial variability in reported base rates. This variability is due to the criteria used to 
define reoffense and the time period examined (years at risk). In an effort to account for 
plea-bargaining, which often reduces sexual assault charges, some researchers have included 
violent assaults in the sexual reoffense category. Such methods have resulted in 
unstandardized definitions of reoffense (Furr, 1993). Despite this variability, base rates have 
been found to be of sufficient magnitude to warrant continued efforts towards developing an 
effective instrument (Quinsey, Lalumiere, et al., 1995). 
Type I error 
A Type I error occurs when the relationship identified by the statistical tests is due to 
error rather than a true relationship. For example, in predictive research, a type I error occurs 
when an independent variable is deemed to be a predictor when it does not add anything to 
the prediction of the criterion variable. While the probability of a type I error cannot be 
eliminated, it can be minimized. Alpha denotes the probability that the effect is due to error; 
an alpha of .05 indicates that there is a 5% chance that the result is due to error. By setting a 
conservative alpha, it is possible to minimize the chance for Type I error. However, the more 
conservative the alpha level, the greater the sample size needed to detect an effect. 
Clinical versus correctional data 
Another potential problem associated with the prediction of sexual recidivism 
involves the choice of variables used in prediction. In the past, predictions have been based 
on clinical data, such as the MMPI and phallometric assessments, a method that assesses 
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penile response to sexually explicit stimuli presented in a visual format. Unfortunately, there 
are several problems with prediction models that rely on such instruments. The MMPI has 
been found to be of limited value in terms of identifying relevant characteristics of offenders 
and, in any event, the literature has not been consistent in terms of its utility (Blackburn, 
1993; Hall, Maiuro, Vitaliano, & Proctor, 1986). As might be expected, offenders tend to be 
unwilling to submit to phallometric assessments and this problem could only be expected to . 
worsen if such assessments were to be used in decisions about parole and level of aftercare. 
Those studies that rely on available records experience less attrition than studies requiring 
offender participation (Furby, Weinrott, & Blackshaw, 1989). 
At best, then, predictive models that include clinical data such as phallometric test 
results are relevant for only a small number of sex offenders, making such models effectively 
useless for prediction on a broader scale. Current efforts should focus on the development of 
instruments that use data typically available in prison files, thereby eliminating the problem 
posed by uncooperative offenders. This was the objective behind the development of the 
MnSOST-R and the RRASOR. 
Static versus dynamic variables 
Two types of variables are used in prediction; static predictors, such as demographics 
and historical data, and dynamic predictors, such as attitudes and post-offense behaviors. 
Static predictors are immutable and there is strong empirical support for their effectiveness in 
predicting recidivism (Epperson et al., 1998; Menzies & Webster, 1995; Quinsey, Lalumiere, 
et al., 1995). However, a reliance on static variables discounts the effects that incarceration 
and therapy may have on an offender's propensity to reoffend. In such a situation, all 
offenders leaving prison will be assessed at the same level of risk at which they entered 
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pnson. The inclusion of dynamic variables takes into account relevant changes in a given 
offender's situation and is therefore a more "fair" method of assessment. The MnSOST, in 
particular, has made use of relevant dynamic variables. 
TheMnSOST 
Development on the MnSOST began in 1991 in response to a special report from the 
Minnesota Department of Corrections requesting the establishment of more effective 
methods of identifying those offenders in the greatest need of supervision. Preliminary 
studies revealed that the instrument had acceptable reliability and validity and could enhance 
predictive accuracy well above chance levels. In 1996, the MnSOST was revised. This 
version examined more recent research on the prediction of sexual recidivism and used 
empirical scoring for item selection rather than relying on clinically based scoring. 
Variables of the MnSOST-R were grouped into four general domains; dynamic 
variables ( e.g. discipline history while incarcerated, chemical dependency treatment while 
incarcerated); early onset/chronicity variables ( e.g. adolescent antisocial behavior, number of 
sex offense convictions, age at first sex offense); offense-related variables ( e.g. use of threat 
or force to achieve compliance, use of a weapon in any sex offense, victim transported during 
any sex offense); and unstable life style variables ( e.g. history of substantial substance abuse, 
number of significant relationships). The final version of the MnSOST-R was comprised of 
16 variables. 
The MnSOST-R proved to be an improvement over the prior version of the 
instrument. Correlational analyses between scores on the MnSOST-R and six year reoffense 
status revealed a correlation coefficient of .45, well above similar measures such as the 
RRASOR (r = .21), the PCL-SV (r = .03), and the clinically scored MnSOST (r = .16). 
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Effect size was assessed by Cohen's d, a procedure that measures the difference between the 
means of reoffenders and non-reoffenders in standard deviation units. The resulting value 
was 1.05, an impressive effect size that attests to the statistical power of the instrument 
(Epperson et al., 1998). 
Prevalence of Sexual Offenses 
Prevalence rates indicate that between 10% to 25% of adult women in this country are 
sexually assaulted in the course of their lives (Koss, 1993), and these rates are approximately 
the same when considering the sexual victimization of children (Hall, 1995). In a study 
examining the prevalence of childhood sexual abuse, Vogeltanz et al. (1999) conducted 
structured interviews with a national sample of American women. Prevalence rates varied 
depending on the definition of childhood sexual abuse and the method for dealing with 
missing information. Conservative definitions resulted in prevalence rates between 15% and 
26% while more inclusive definitions resulted in prevalence rates between 21 % and 32%. 
Holmes and Slap (1998) reviewed 166 studies on the sexual victimization of boys and found 
prevalence rates between 4% and 16% in those studies using large samples ( over 1000 
subjects). 
Due to the existence of unreported offenses, the actual occurrence of sexual assault is 
thought to be significantly higher than the prevalence rates suggest. This may be especially 
true with male victims (Holmes & Slap, 1998). Victimization surveys tend to underestimate 
the prevalence of sexual abuse because children are typically excluded from such surveys. 
Part of the discrepancy between reported prevalence rates has been attributed to variance in 
the survey methodologies and the lack of a precise definition for sexual offense (Blackbum, 
1993). 
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Consequences of Sexual Offenses 
The costs associated with sexual assault are extreme in terms of the physical and 
psychological damage to the victim. Children as young as 2 years of age have been 
subjected to extremely sadistic offenses; while treatment can help the victims to cope, the 
trauma of the assault may remain with them for the rest of their lives (Prentky, 1996). The 
consequences of sexual assault range from emotional to behavioral difficulties. In the short 
term, victims may experience feelings of guilt, anger, fear as well as intrusive thoughts or 
flashbacks (Blackburn, 1993). These feelings may manifest in behavioral problems such as 
truancy, prostitution, delinquency, eating disorders and other, school-related difficulties. 
These negative effects are likely to persist, leading to such problems as depression, poor self-
esteem, anxiety disorders and impaired sexual functioning in adult life (Finkelhor, 1986). 
Given the high frequency and potentially devastating and lasting consequences of sexual 
offense, researchers, clinicians and the public have been alarmed by the high number of 
repeat offenders and the number of people victimized by this group. 
Frequency of Repeat Offenders 
There is extensive literat1,rre on the prevalence of violent reoffenses committed by 
perpetrators after leaving prison. In one such study, 35% of a sample were convicted of a 
subsequent violent incident in the span of a year following release. After 6 years, this 
number increased to 62% of the total sample, and these individuals were responsible for 456 
actual incidents of violence (Menzies & Webster, 1995). Similarly, Martinez (1997) found 
that 175 individuals were arrested 686 times, 246 of which were for violent arrests. 
Estimates of the prevalence of sexual reoffenses are also disturbingly high. In a study 
of 13 6 sexual offenders, Rice et al. (1991) found that 31 % were subsequently convicted of a 
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sexual offense while 56% of these offenders were subsequently convicted of a criminal 
offense of any type over an average 6.3 year follow-up period. Clinical data has also 
supported these findings. Clinicians have reported recidivism rates to be anywhere from 
27.5% (Quinsey, Lalumiere, et al., 1995) to 35% (Rice & Harris, 1997) to 42% (Hanson, et 
al., 1993). It should be noted that these numbers reflected convictions, suggesting that the 
actual incidence of sexual offenses may have been much higher. Researchers have long 
noted that official statistics are a poor indication of the actual number of sexual offenses 
(Furby et al., 1989; Blackbum, 1993). This is due, in part, to the fact that many victims fail 
to report sexual assaults. 
Reducing Sexual Recidivism 
Given the relatively high rate of sexual recidivism, the development of methods for 
reducing recidivism is a critical component of prevention. The introduction of sex offender 
treatment was one of the earliest attempts to reduce sexual recidivism. Due to ongoing 
reports of new sexual offenses by sex offenders following their release from prison and the 
rather mixed results produced by treatment outcome studies, most states have passed 
community notification and/or sexual predator laws in the past 5 to 10 years. 
Treatment effectiveness 
There is a growing body of literature on the efficacy of treatment for sexual offenders 
and this literature suggests that treatment might be effective in prevention of recidivism. In a 
recent meta-analysis of treatment studies, Hall (1995) found a recidivism rate of 19% for 
those sexual offenders completing treatment as opposed to a rate of27% for offenders in 
comparison conditions; a small, but robust, finding. In terms of treatment type, the analysis 
concluded that both cognitive-behavioral and hormonal treatments were more effective than 
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behavioral treatments. However, subjects in hormonal treatment conditions were more likely 
to refuse treatment and to leave treatment prematurely. This implied an advantage to the 
cognitive-behavioral treatments in that more subjects successfully completed the programs, 
potentially resulting in a greater reduction in recidivism. 
Given the fact that offenders may reoffend multiple times, the successful treatment of 
one offender has the potential to save victims from the psychological trauma of sexual 
assault. In an era of fiscal concern, the cost-effectiveness of treatment is a salient issue. The 
cost for arresting, prosecuting, and incarcerating a single sex offender for a single sex offense 
has been estimated at $180,000, a figure that far exceeds the cost of treating that individual 
(Marshall, Jones, Ward, Johnston, & Barbaree, 1991 ). Thus, effective treatments have the 
potential to address the societal and fiscal concerns raised by sexual offending. 
Unfortunately, the literature is equivocal on the efficacy of treatment. Hanson and 
Bussiere (1998) cautioned that "short term treatment is unlikely to control many molesters. 
Recidivism is most likely to be prevented when interventions address life long potential for 
reoffenses" (p. 651 ). Less effective treatments have been found to "wear off' within 5 years 
(Hall, 1995), making the evaluation of treatment effectiveness imperative. Until treatment 
effectiveness has been demonstrated for a wide range of sexual offenders, alternate methods 
need to be explored. 
Community notification laws 
Another avenue currently being pursued involves the implementation of community 
notification laws. These laws allow law enforcement agencies to release information about 
sexual offenders to the community in which the offender lives. There appears to be a 
movement towards community notification as indicated by the growing number of states 
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passing these laws. Currently, all 50 states have passed sex offender registration laws and 47 
have included community notification (Petrosino & Petrosino, 1999). However, this remains 
a controversial subject. Proponents for community notification believe that such laws serve 
a protective function by alerting citizens to the potential threat that a sexual offender 
represents. By contrast, critics have argued that such laws are ineffectual in reducing the 
risk of reoffense. Prentky (1996) proposed that these laws may, in fact, increase the chance 
that some individuals will reof{end "because of the stress and pressure imposed by a hostile, 
rejectionist community that has branded the offender as a pariah" (p. 296). In addition, 
nothing has prevented perpetrators from offending in those nearby communities whose 
residents do not have access to the information (Lieb, 1996; Prentky, 1996). The laws are 
also criticized on the grounds that they violate the constitutional rights of the offender by 
failing to preserve the right to privacy. Despite this objection, several courts have found the 
laws to be constitutional (Berliner, 1996). 
Finally, these laws have been accused of increasing the risk of vigilantism. In one 
study examining the potential consequences and benefits of community notification, 176 
offenders were tracked for 3 years following their release into the community. Estimates of 
recidivism for the community notification group were slightly lower than the comparison 
group but these differences were not large enough to be statistically significant. In that time, 
however, the offenders were subjected to 15 incidents of harassment including one incident 
of arson (Lieb, 1996). This seemed to support the contention that community notification 
laws do little, if anything, to curb the rates of reoffense and might create an environment that, 
at best, is punitive to the released offender. At worst, such an environment has the potential 
to foster reoffense over a more extended period. Furby et al. (1989) noted that the risk for 
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reoffense decreases when the offender has an established support network including such 
services as support groups and vocational placemettt opportunities. As might be expected, 
the environment fostered by the community notification laws has usually been anything but 
supportive. One needs only watch the local news to see neighbors picketing an individual's 
home after they have been notified that he is on the offender registry. 
Intensive supervision 
A more promising method of addressing the danger of recidivism involves a program 
of intensive supervision for offenders released from prison. Intensive supervision programs 
use additional parole agents and probation officers to reduce caseloads to approximately 15 
offenders per agent. Supervisory agents receive specialized training in such areas as 
assessment, evaluation, and electronic surveillance. It is believed that the combination of 
mandatory treatment and intensive supervision will be more effective in preventing reoffense 
and less costly than keeping sex offenders incarcerated for long periods of time (Prentky, 
1996). 
Civil commitment 
Civil commitment laws, as applied to sexual offenders, are designed to maintain 
control of offenders by enabling states to incarcerate them in a mental institution if they are 
judged to be sexually dangerous. In many cases, a diagnosis such as sexual psychopathy has 
been used in order to justify their commitment. Under these laws, states have the ability to 
keep offenders institutionalized until a determination is made as to their mental state or level 
of dangerousness. This effectively means that offenders could be incarcerated for an 
indefinite period of time. There are several problems with these laws. Civil commitment is 
an expensive, long-term alternative and therefore cannotbe considered a viable option for all 
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offenders. The validity of sexual psychopathy as a mental disorder has been challenged and 
this diagnosis is not currently listed in the DSM-IV. Finally, civil commitment after a prison 
sentence may constitute double jeopardy (Alexander, 1993). 
Centrality of Prediction 
All of the aforementioned methods are dependent on the ability to reliably and 
accurately identify sex offenders who are at high risk to reoffend. Without an ability to 
predict sexual recidivism, community notification laws and civil commitment laws are 
clearly unconstitutional. Similarly, intensive supervision for all released sex offenders is 
impossible due to its prohibitive cost, so this expensive approach must be reserved for sex 
offenders at greater risk for reoffending. Finally, the type, length, and intensity of treatment 
while incarcerated may vary according to risk for reoffending. 
The Issue of Severity of Reoff ense 
Another potentially important facet of prediction research involves prediction of the 
severity of the offense. Developing an instrument capable of identifying the severe sexual 
offender may allow for better decisions to be made with regard to parole or aftercare. For 
example, individuals at a low risk for reoffense can be distinguished from moderate and high 
risk individuals who can also be distinguished from those individuals who are likely to 
reoffend severely. Officials then have the ability to monitor or treat the high risk, high 
severity group at a higher level. In addition, it is possible that moderate risk, high severity 
individuals represent a greater or equal threat than high risk, low severity individuals. If this 
is the case, the moderate risk, high severity individuals will be supervised at a higher level. 
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Variables Used in Prediction 
Variables relevant to sexual reoff ense 
A review of the literature revealed considerable overlap between variables predicting 
violent recidivism and those variables found to predict sexual recidivism. Such variables 
included age (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998; Hanson, Scott, & Steffy, 1995; Menzies, 1995; 
Quinsey, Lalumiere, et al., 1995; Rice & Harris, 1997; Serin, 1996; Villeneuve & Quinsey, 
1995), marital status (Hanson et al., 1995; Hanson et al., 1993; Quinsey, Rice, et al., 1995; 
Rice & Harris, 1997; Rice et al., 1991), alcohol abuse (Rice & Harris, 1997; Villeneuve & 
Quinsey, 1995) and prior general criminal history (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998; Menzies, 1995; 
Quinsey, Rice, et al., 1995; Serin, 1996). Variables specific to the prediction of sexual 
assault included age of initiation of offending behaviors (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998), victim 
gender in past offenses (Quinsey, Rice, et al., 1995; Rice & Harris, 1997), number of victims 
(Barbaree & Marshall, 1988), whether or not the offender had intercourse with the victim 
(Barbaree & Marshall, 1988), educational status (Hanson et al., 1995), the use of force in the 
commission of the offense (Barbaree & Marshall, 1988; Blackbum, 1993) and prior sexual 
offenses (Barbaree & Marshall, 1988; Hall & Proctor, 1987; Hanson, & Bussiere, 1998; 
Hanson et al., 1993; Quinsey, Rice, et al., 1995; Rice et al., 1991). Quinsey, Rice, et al. 
(1995) noted a strong correlation (.26) between prior sexual offenses and sexual reconviction, 
a higher correlation than that found for prior general offenses and recidivism (.14). Deviant 
sexual arousal was also a good predictor for reoffense, as noted by the effectiveness of 
phallometric assessments in prediction (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998; Quinsey, Rice, et al., 
1995; Rice et al., 1991). However, those objections noted in previous sections argue against 
the inclusion of such a method for assessment in the present study. 
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Researchers have also speculated on the role that sexual thoughts and fantasies might 
play in offending behavior. Unless all sexual offenses have been impulsive acts of 
opportunity, at least some offenders have engaged in planning and/or fantasizing about the 
crime. Quinsey, Rice, et al. (1995) hypothesized that deviant sexual thoughts and fantasies 
may be a motivator for offending behaviors and the presence of such fantasies may indicate a 
higher level of risk. This focus on the presence of thoughts and fantasies has found support 
elsewhere in the literature (Blackburn, 1993; MacCulloch, Snowden, Wood, & Mills, 1983). 
While conceptually appealing, the obvious problem with using this variable in prediction is 
that it is highly subjective and its measurement is dependent on offender self-report. The 
chance that an offender will admit to deviant sexual thoughts and fantasies is likely to be 
nonexistent, especially if such an admission would adversely affect parole decisions. 
Curiously, several variables commonly associated with prediction have been found to 
be oflittle benefit. Hanson et al. (1993) found variables such as dysfunctional relationships 
between offenders and parents, IQ, and general psychological problems to be unrelated to 
reoffense. Perhaps more surprising, a history of personal sexual victimization was also found 
to be unrelated to recidivism in several studies (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998; Hanson et al., 
1993). This was a striking finding because conventional wisdom has often attributed sexual 
deviance on the part of the offender to sexual victimization in the offender's history. 
Variables relevant to severity of reoffense 
In addition to examining those variables that predict sexual assaults in general, Furr 
(1993) suggested that researchers look "for other indicators to estimate the degree of harm 
the offender might inflict" (p. 284). He proposed the possibility of a correlation between 
sexual sadism and more damaging sexual assaults. Variables found to be predictive of a 
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sadistic sexual offense have included partner assistance (Dietz, Hazelwood, & Warren, 1990; 
Gratzer & Bradford, 1994), impersonation of a police officer (Gratzer & Bradford, 1994), 
sexual bondage of the victim (Dietz et al., 1990; Furr, 1993; Gratzer & Bradford, 1994), 
performance of several different sexual acts (Gratzer & Bradford, 1994), holding the victim 
captive for an extended period of time (Furr, 1993; Gratzer & Bradford, 1994), making a 
recording the offenses (Dietz et al., 1990; Furr, 1993; Gratzer & Bradford, 1994), 
transporting the victim (Furr, 1993; Gratzer & Bradford, 1994; Warren, Reboussin, 
Hazelwood, & Wright, 1991), and using excessive physical force (Furr, 1993; Gratzer & 
Bradford, 1994). Finally, Gratzer & Bradford (1994) suggested that sexual dysfunction may 
be an integral component of the sadistic sexual act. "Sexual sadists appear not to be aroused 
by the sexual act itself. Rather the sexual acts seem to be used as vehicles for the 
degradation and control of the victims" (p. 452). 
Warren et al. (1991) distinguished the regular offender from the "increasers," or 
individuals whose offenses became progressively severe over time. Characteristics of an 
increaser included a tendency to restrain victims, to move victims from the abduction site, to 
act in a stereotypical "macho" manner and to refrain from negotiating or reassuring victims. 
"These characteristics suggest greater planning, less impulsive behavior, and a colder, more 
detached interaction between the offender and the victim ... " (Warren et al., 1991, p. 64-65). 
Gratzer and Bradford (1994) suggested that those offenders with sophisticated, 
planned offenses may be acting on the impetus of a narcissistic desire to enact fantasies while 
those offenders with less sadistic crimes may be more impulsive and anti-social. This 
emphasis on deviant sadistic fantasies found support elsewhere in the literature. MacCulloch 
et al. (1983) identified a progression of sadistic fantasies hypothesized to maintain the 
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arousal level of the offender; a progression that culminated in the commission of the offense. 
The progression was characterized by "increasing the sadistic content [ of fantasies] and also 
by including fantasy based on previous behavioural 'try-outs' of the main fantasy sequence" 
(MacCulloch et al., 1983, p. 25). These behavioral "try-outs" typically included following, 
threatening and assaulting females. Obviously, however, it is not possible to reliably or 
validly assess offender fantasies and objections noted in prior sections apply here. 
Purpose of this Study 
Although substantial gains have been made in predicting violent and sexual reoffense, 
there has been little effort towards predicting the severity of reoffense and identifying the 
severe offender. As noted previously, the potential benefits of predicting the severe offender 
indicate the need for an instrument capable of differentiating between varying levels of 
severity of reoffense. This study was designed to identify those variables in the MnSOST 
development data base that will effectively predict which offenders are most likely to commit 




The sample used in this study was drawn from the Epperson et al. (1998) 
development sample for the Minnesota Sex Offender Screening Tool-Revised (MnSOST-R). 
In this initial sample, comprehensive data was available for 256 rapists and extrafamilial 
child abusers through six years at risk. The 90 individuals from this sample who reoffended 
comprised the final sample for the current study. Sixty eight percent of the sample was 
Caucasian. Of the remaining subjects, 24% were African American, 3.2% were Native 
American, 4.2% were Hispanic, and 1.5% were listed as other ethnic minorities. At the time 
ofrelease, the subjects ranged in age from 17 to 70 years, with an average age of 32.44 years. 
It should be noted that 81 % of the sample was below the age of 40 at the time of release. The 
average number of sex convictions for the sample was 1.82 and the average number of other 
felony convictions (i.e. excluding sex convictions) was 1.24. 
Data Collection and Coding 
In constructing their data set, Epperson et al. (1998) reconstructed base prison files to 
include only that information that would have been available at the time of the offender's· 
release date. Thus, information such as initial arrest information, pre-sentence investigation 
information, assessments, discipline reports, treatment summaries, and case manager reports 
were included. No information after the offender's release from prison was included ( e.g. 
subsequent arrests or convictions). 
Each file was randomly assigned to one of forty case managers from the Minnesota 
Department of Corrections facilities and one of six research assistants. The names of 
offenders were removed frolil all documents to reduce the chance that a reviewer might be 
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able to identify the offender. In the rare instance that a case manager recognized a case that 
had been randomly assigned to them, the case was reassigned to another case manager. Each 
file then received blind reviews from a case manager and a researcher. The case manager 
coded the seventeen variables identified by previous research on the MnSOST. As indicated 
in Appendix A, these variables focused heavily on criminology ( e.g. number of sex 
convictions, number of felony convictions, total number of victims, length of sex offending 
history). The researcher coded approximately 200 additional exploratory variables using the 
code book presented in Appendix B. These variables covered a range of domains, including 
demographic data ( e.g. age, gender, educational level), relationship and functional data ( e.g. 
substance abuse, employment history, personal victimization), juvenile and adult correctional 
data ( e.g. prior convictions, release violations, discipline records), and offense specific 
information for each charge or conviction ( e.g. acts preceding the offense, whether victim 
was transported, methods for achieving compliance). Variables were assessed to determine if 
any subset could effectively predict recidivism. 
The same data set was used in the present study to ascertain if any subset of variables 
could predict severity of reoffense. The item Age at First Conviction for Sex/Sex-Related 
Offenses was inverted prior to analyses. In the MnSOST, this variable ranged from oldest to 
youngest. This variable was reversed to range from youngest to oldest to simplify the 
interpretation of resulting correlations. 
Criterion Variable 
The current study used severity of reoffense as the criterion variable. It should be 
made clear that severity is intended to represent the degree of violence used by the offender 
in the commission of the offense, as reflected in Minnesota criminal statutes. As indicated in 
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Table 1, severity was initially comprised of nine levels, ranging from low severity offenses, 
such as child enticement/lewd and lascivious behavior, to high severity offenses, such as 
murder and sex-related homicide. The decision was made to invert Criminal Sexual Conduct 
2 and Criminal Sexual Conduct 3 because the latter involved sexual penetration. Acts 
involving penetration were more intrusive and therefore more consistent with a higher 
severity rating than acts not involving penetration. 
Upon examining the frequencies, it was apparent that the distribution of the sample 
was skewed to the less severe crimes and this is illustrated in Figure 1. This posed a 
Table 1: Severity scale 
Severity Level Offense 
0 None 
1 Child enticement/Lewd and lascivious behavior (CSC5) 
2 CSC4 
3 CSC 2/Indecent liberties-female minor 
4 CSC3 
5 CSC 1/Rape 
6 Kidnapping/false imprisonment 
7 Attempted murder 
8 Manslaughter 
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Figure 1: Sample distribution with the original criterion variable 
significant problem as the majority of statistical tests are contingent on the condition that the 
distribution of the sample meets the assumption of normality. 
As a result, severity was dichotomized. This decision addressed the distribution issue 
and enabled the use of statistical procedures commonly employed in this area of research that 
require a dichotomous criterion variable. Those offenders who committed rape/CSC 1, 
kidnapping, attempted murder, manslaughter or murder/sex-related murder were defined as 
"high severity" offenders. Those offenders who committed child enticement/lewd and 
lascivious behavior, Criminal Sexual Conduct 4, 3 and 2 were defined as "low severity" 
offenders (see Appendix C). An examination of the resulting distribution revealed that 43 
27 
offenders ( 48% of the sample) were in the low severity category and 4 7 offenders ( 52% of 
the sample) were in the high severity category. It should be emphasized that we are not 
suggesting that some offenses, such as fondling, are not severe or damaging; rather, it is a 
matter of degree. 
Using methods described in the Results section, each item was assessed for its 
association with severity and independence from other predictors. The intended goal was to 
identify a subset of items that were collectively predictive of severity. 
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RESULTS 
This study used three steps in the process of selecting and scoring variables related to 
severity ofreoffense. In the initial step, a modified Nuffield's (1982) procedure was used to 
construct the scale. In the second step, correlational analyses were used to test the statistical 
significance of the relationship between each predictor variable and severity level. In the 
third and final step, sequential logistical regression analyses were used to test the additive 
contribution of each predictor variable to the prediction of severity. 
In the modified Nuffield method, item levels were cross-tabulated with the severity 
levels and a score was then assigned to the item level based on the severity rate of that level. 
An item level was scored a O if the severity rate was within 5% of the baseline severity rate. 
For the current study, the baseline is defined as the proportion of offenders who committed 
an offense falling within the high severity category. The baseline in the current study was 
52%. Item levels with severity rates 5% greater than the baseline rate and the adjacent item 
levels were scored + 1 for each 5% increment. Thus, an item level with a severity rate 10% 
greater than the baseline would be scored +2. Conversely, item levels with severity rates 5% 
less than the baseline rate and the adjacent item levels were scored -1 for each 5% 
decrement. Only those item levels with 10% of the sample were scored. When possible, 
those item levels with less than 10% of the sample were collapsed with the contiguous item 
level with the most similar severity rate. 
Table 2 lists the 38 variables that were kept for subsequent steps. Items were 
continued in the selection process if at least one item level was scored differently than O and 
this scoring was in keeping with theoretical expectations or existing empirical research. If all 
Table 2: Items meeting criteria at steps one, two, and three of the item selection process 
Retained Retained Retained 
Item Description After After After 
Step One Step Two Step Three 
Dynamic variables 
1. Sex off ender treatment recommended Yes Yes Yes 
2. Offender's education level Yes Yes Yes 
3. Deceitfulness - PCL-SV Yes 
4. Empathy - PCL-SV Yes 
5. Responsibility for offense - PCL-SV Yes 
6. Treatment failures Yes 
7. Discipline history while incarcerated Yes 
8. Quit or refused sex offender treatment Yes 
N 
\0 
Early Onset/Chronicity Variables 
9. Abuse history in the offender's past Yes Yes Yes 
10. Number of supervision failures Yes Yes Yes 
11. Age at First Conviction for Sex/Sex Related Offense Yes Yes Yes 
12. Typology Yes Yes 
13. Number of violations Yes Yes 
14. Age at which offending began Yes 
15. Offender's severity level as stated in the case history Yes 
Offense-Related Variables 
16. Multiple Acts in a single event contact Yes Yes Yes 
17. Offender penetrated victim during offense Yes Yes 
Table 2 ( continued): 
18. Offender fondled victim 
19. Threats to achieve compliance - verbal, force, weapon 
20. Threats or aggression after commission of the offense 
21. Use of force in the commission of the offense 
22. Offense occurred in public 
23. Victim transported forcefully to another location 
24. Oral penetration by penis 
25. Vaginal penetration by the penis 
26. Offender performed oral on the victim 
27. Single act in a single event contact 
28. Victim was a child 
29. Verbal enticements prior to offense 
30. Threatened victim or victim's family after offense 
31. Use of weapon in sex/sex related offenses 
32. Intimidation in the commission of the offense 
33. Minor injury in the commission of the offense 
34. Use of any type of weapon in commission of the offense 
35. Victim performed oral on offender 
Variables Reflecting Instability 
36. Parental alcohol or drug use 
3 7. Alcohol or other drug use 




























levels of the item were scored O (i.e. the item failed to differentiate between high severity 
offenders and low severity offenders), the item was eliminated from further consideration. 
In the second step, each item's scoring distribution was correlated with the severity 
level. Those items significantly related to severity (p<.10) were kept for the third step and · 
these 12 items are also listed in Table 3. While the accepted norm for research is a p level of 
.05, the exploratory nature of this study warranted the use of a relaxed p level. In exploratory 
research, it is more damaging to rule out a potentially useful variable (a Type II error) than to 
include a variable that adds little to the equation (a Type I error) because later research, using 
a larger sample, can eliminate those variables that fail to contribute to prediction. Thus, the p 
level is slightly relaxed from the accepted standard of p < .05 to account for the small sample 
size and the corresponding lack of statistical power. As mentioned previously, the goal is to 
identify a collection of variables that are highly related to severity of reoffense. 
Table 3: Items correlating significantly with severity 
Item Description· r p 
Sex offender treatment recommended 0.197 0.062 
Offender's education level -0.248 0.018 
Abuse history in the offender's past 0.196 0.064 
Number of supervision failures -0.319 0.005 
Age at First Conviction for Sex/Sex Related Offense 0.229 0.030 
Typology -0.195 0.065 
Number of violations 0.319 0.005 
Multiple acts in a single event contact 0.196 0.064 
Offender penetrated victim during offense 0.212 0.047 
Offender fondled victim -0.172 0.104 
Threats to achieve compliance - verbal, force, weapon 0.215 0.041 
Threats or aggression after commission of the offense 0.203 0.055 
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In the final step, items were tested for additive contributions to the prediction of 
severity through the use of sequential logistical regression analyses. Items were entered 
sequentially to ensure that each was making an additive contribution to the prediction model. 
Of the twelve items continued from the previous step, six emerged as being optimally 
predictive of severity. Each of the six variables contributed to the prediction of severity at 
the p < . l 5 level and these six variables are listed in Table 4. The direction of scoring for 
each of the final six items is provided in Table 5. Given that this is an exploratory study, 
actual score levels are not provided to prevent people from using these variables as a formal 
screening tool. 
Table 4: Sequential analyses for final items 
Variable Description ChangeinX2 p Df 
Offender's Own Personal 3.521 .06 1 
AbuseNictimization History 
Sex Offender Treatment While 2.079 .15 1 
Incarcerated 
Multiple Acts in a Single Event 4.162 .04 1 
Contact 
Age at First Conviction for 5.423 .02 1 
Sex/Sex Related Offense 
Offender's Education Level 6.759 .01 1 
Number of Supervision Failures 6.767 .01 1 
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Table .5: Scoring of final items 
Variable Description 
Offender's Own Personal AbuseNictimization 
History 
Sex Offender Treatment While Incarcerated 
Multiple Acts in a Single Event Contact 
Age at First Conviction for Sex/Sex Related 
Offense 
Offender's Education Level 










No abuse history 





30 or older 
29 or younger 
8th grade or less 
9th grade to 11th grade 
lili grade, GED, any 
college or Vo-tech 
completed 
No failures 
One or more failures 
These six items were summed to create a new variable reflecting each offender's total 
score. Correlational analyses between each offender's total score and offender's severity 
level yielded a correlation coefficient of .54. 
It was assumed that each item in the equation contributed equally to the prediction 
model. It should be noted that beta weights are often employed to differentially weight items 
to account for the fact that certain items may contribute more to a prediction model. Despite 
the fact that the use of beta weights can improve the predictive power of an equation, their 
use makes the equation more specific to the sample being studied. Given the small sample 
size of the current study, it was decided that beta weights would further limit the 
generalizability of the study. 
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Severity Frequencies and Hit Rates 
Given the fact that the sample size is small, the severity scale derived from the current 
study should not be used as an instrument. However, the results of this study provide an idea 
of what hit rates and severity frequencies might be if a similar study were conducted on a 
larger sample. Severity frequencies and hit rates are listed in Table 6 and depicted 
graphically in Figure 2. The range of cut scores allows for different scores to be selected 
based upon the needs of the situation. If it is important to minimize or eliminate false 
positives, then a cut score of 7 might be considered optimal. This score provides a 100% hit 
rate while capturing 17% of the high severity reoffenders. By contrast, if it is necessary to 
identify higher numbers of the high severity reoffenders and permissible to have a certain 
number of false positives, a lower cut score may be selected. Such a score can effectively 
capture higher percentages of the high severity reoffenders while still achieving a hit rate that 
is well above the base rate. For example, a cut score of 0 provides a 74% hit rate while 
capturing 72% of the high severity reoffenders. 
Table 6: Severity frequencies and hit rates 
Number Number Number Number Percent Percent High Percent 
Cut Correct High False High Correct Low False Low Correct High Correct Low Severity High Severity 
Score Severity Severity Severity Severity Severity Severity Baseline Captured 
-9 47 40 3 0 54 100 52 100 
-8 47 40 3 0 54 100 52 100 
-7 46 34 9 1 58 90 52 98 
-6 46 31 12 1 60 92 52 98 
-5 46 28 15 1 62 94 52 98 
-4 46 24 19 1 66 95 52 98 
-3 44 21 22 3 68 88 52 94 
-2 38 16 27 9 70 75 52 81 
-1 38 15 28 9 72 76 52 81 
0 34 12 31 13 74 70 52 72 \.;.) 
V, 
1 31 11 32 16 74 67 52 66 
2 28 7 36 19 80 65 52 60 
3 23 5 38 24 82 61 52 49 
4 21 5 38 26 81 59 52 45 
5 17 3 40 30 85 57 52 36 
6 10 1 42 37 91 53 52 21 
7 8 0 43 39 100 52 52 17 
8 8 0 43 39 100 52 52 17 
















-9 -8 -7 -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Potential Cut Scores 
Figure 2: Severity frequencies and hit rates 
- % Correct Low Severity 
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DISCUSSION 
Researchers have responded to the societal problem of sexual offense by designing 
methods to identify those offenders most likely to reoffend upon release. The ability to 
identify those individuals with a high likelihood for reoffense enables officials to more 
efficiently allocate limited resources and reduces those situations in which low risk offenders 
endure unnecessarily prolonged incarceration. Intuitively, it would seem reasonable to 
expect that clinical judgement would be sufficiently accurate to identify those individuals 
with a high likelihood for reoffense. However, empirical research has clearly demonstrated 
the superiority of actuarial instruments (Mossman, 1994). As noted previously, the complete 
elimination of clinical involvement in the prediction process is not being recommended. 
However, the role of the clinician has changed significantly; researchers now recommend 
that the actuarial instruments serve as "anchors" for the prediction process (Quinsey, 
Lalumiere, et al., 1995; Harris, et al., 1993). 
The vast majority of existing research has focused on the prediction of sexual 
recidivism. Another avenue of research involves designing scales capable of predicting the 
severity of reoff ense. While this idea has already been pursued in the literature dealing with 
general criminality, it has yet to be addressed in the sex offender literature. Such a scale has 
the potential to enhance the sophistication of the classification of offenders, allowing for 
more informed decisions to be made in terms of parole and aftercare. For example, those 
individuals classified as a low or moderate risk for reoffense that also have elevated scores 
on the severity scale may represent a greater danger to victims than low severity individuals. 
If these "high severity" individuals do reoffend, their offenses may be more sadistic and, 
therefore, more damaging to the victim. Officials may want to monitor these individuals 
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more closely than the low risk, low severity individuals and may therefore accord more 
resources to the supervision, incarceration or treatment of these offenders. 
Based on this line of reasoning, the present study used existing data to explore the 
utility of a scale designed to differentiate between varying levels of severity. Several 
variables were identified as potential indicators of a high severity reoffense. The variables 
were drawn from several dimensions; demographic data (age, ethnicity, educational level), 
relationship and functional data (substance abuse, employment history, mental health 
history), juvenile and adult correctional data (prior convictions and incarcerations, discipline 
records), and offense specific information for each charge ( age of victim(s ), methods for 
achieving compliance). 
Discussion of Predictor Variables 
As noted in the Results section, six items were continued through all three steps of 
item selection. These items included lower education level, presence of abuse in the 
offender's history, younger age at first conviction for a sex offense or sex-related offense, 
absence of supervision failures, presence of recommendation to participate in sex_ offender 
treatment, and presence of multiple acts within a single event contact. 
A higher level of severity was found in those offenders with a lower education level. 
Those offenders who completed the 8th grade or less were significantly more likely to 
commit a severe offense than the baseline. By contrast, those offenders who completed the 
9th, 10th, or 11 th grade did not differ from the baseline in terms of the severity of the reoffense 
and those individuals who completed high school, obtained their GED, or completed any 
college or vocational or technical schooling were less likely to commit a severe offense. This 
finding is consistent with existing research in the area of education level and sexual 
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recidivism (Hanson et al., 1995; Quinsey, 1986). A possible interpretation of this research is 
that individuals with lower education levels may be more susceptible to the development of 
cognitive distortions, a factor theorized to contribute to sexual recidivism (Hall & 
Hirschman, 1992). Supporting evidence for this supposition comes from one study in which 
acceptance of rape myths was negatively correlated with education level (Burt, 1980, as cited 
in Quinsey, 1986). 
Evidence of abuse in the offender's history also differentiated between the low and 
high severity offenders. Those offenders with a history of physical, sexual, or emotional 
abuse were more likely to commit high severity offense than those offenders without such a 
history. As noted previously, the research with respect to abuse in the offender's history is 
equivocal. Hanson et al. (1993) indicated that sexual abuse in the offender's history was not 
a significant predictor of later sexual offending. However, other researchers have noted an 
association between physical abuse and sexual sadism (Gratzer & Bradford, 1995). Findings 
from the present study offer further support for a connection between abuse and sexual 
violence. Theoretically, it makes sense to expect that abuse will foster offending behavior 
later in life. It is possible that those individuals subjected to intense severe physical or sexual 
abuse have a greater propensity to act violently later in life, committing more severe offenses 
than their non-abused counterparts. However, not all abuse victims become offenders 
themselves and therefore abuse can, at best, be assumed to be one of several factors 
contributing to offending behavior. 
Age at first conviction for sex offense or sex related offense was another variable that 
proved to differentiate between offenders. This variable was composed of those individuals 
who were convicted of an offense prior to the age of 30 and those offenders convicted at the 
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age of 30 or older. Offenders in the prior group were significantly more likely to commit a 
severe offense upon release from prison. This variable was used to reflect onset of offending 
behaviors because, as an objective measure, it is considered more reliable than offender self 
report. An early onset of offending behaviors has been found to contribute to both violent 
criminal recidivism (Martinez, 1997; Serin, 1996) and sexual recidivism (Hanson & 
Bussiere, 1998). 
Supervision failures also proved to be predictive of high severity reoffenses. A 
supervision failure was defined as any infraction occurring after release that resulted in an 
increased level of supervision or incarceration. The types of behaviors that resulted in a 
supervision failure included serious incidents, such as new felony convictions, as well as less 
serious incidents, such as failing to keep appointments with a probation officer, use of drugs 
or alcohol and refusal to engage in treatment. Those individuals who had one or more 
supervision failures had severe offenses well below the baseline rate. Those individuals who 
did not have any supervision failures scored above the baseline. At first glance, this seems 
counterintuitive with respect to theory on the presence of past criminality and sexual 
recidivism (Quinsey, Lalumiere, et al., 1995; Quinsey, Rice, et al., 1995). However, it may 
be that the high severity offenders tend to avoid infractions until committing the violent 
offense that results in their return to prison. Low severity offenders may be more impulsive; 
a characteristic that leads to more minor infractions but fewer "high severity" offenses. It is 
also possible that the increased supervision resulting from the supervision failures limits the 
ability of the offenders to commit high severity offenses. 
Completion or involvement in sex offender treatment programs did not prove to affect 
the severity of reoffense. However, those offenders who were recommended for such 
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treatment were significantly more likely to have a high severity reoffense than those 
offenders who were not recommended for treatment. The presence of this variable suggests 
that the criteria used to determine which offenders are recommended for treatment is 
effective in predicting severity of later offenses. There may be substantial overlap between 
this criteria and variables already identified by this study. 
With respect to elements of the offense itself, the offender's behavioral pattern during 
the offense was related to severity of reoffense. Those individuals who committed multiple 
acts in the course of a single event contact were significantly more likely to have a high 
severity reoffense. This finding is consistent with existing research linking multiple acts and 
sexual sadism (Gratzer & Bradford, 1995). The presence of multiple acts seems to suggest a 
more intentional, less impulsive, offense. In addition, multiple acts of abuse are likely to 
cause more damage to the victim than a single act. 
Limitations 
The present study had several limitations that need to be addressed. As noted in prior 
sections, the small sample size is the clearest limitation. Given the limited number of 
subjects, it is possible that the variables identified here reflect chance relationships specific to 
the sample being used. The small sample also affected the use of several variables. A 
number of variables had to be discarded prior to the initial step of analyses due to the low 
:frequency of occurrence. For example, only 6 offenders engaged in stalking the victim prior 
to the offense, too few to make this viable for inclusion. Despite this, the sample size was 
deemed to be sufficient given the exploratory nature of the study. 
The sample came from the penal institutions of a single state and this may affect the 
generalizibility of the results. For example, it is possible that the offenders in the Minnesota 
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penal institution vary in some important aspects from offenders in another state's prison 
system (i.e. Texas or California). If so, some of the variables identified here may not be 
predictive for offenders in another state. An inter-state validation study is being considered 
for the Mn-SOST-R (Epperson, 1998) and a similar study would certainly benefit future 
research in this area. 
Another limitation involved the definition of the criterion variable. The definition of 
severity of reoffense was based on Minnesota criminal statutes. When severity was 
dichotomized, child molestation was included in the low severity category while rape was 
included in the high severity category. Given that sex offenders tend to commit similar 
offenses if they reoffend (i.e. rapists tend to commit rape, child molesters tend to molest 
children), the results of the current study may be heavily influenced by offender typology. 
Implications 
While there is a substantial body of research on the prediction of violence and sexual 
recidivism, there has been virtually no effort directed towards the prediction of the severity 
of sexual recidivism. The six variables identified in the present study can be considered 
potential risk factors. Of the six, four variables ( education level, multiple acts in a single 
event contact, abuse in the offender's history, and age at first conviction for sex offense or 
sex related offense) were consistent with theoretical expectations and existing research. The 
remaining variables (number of supervision failures and recommendation to sex offender 
treatment) illustrate the need for continued research in this area. 
The present study has important implications for the management of the sex offender 
population. Use of an instrument capable of predicting those offenders most likely to have a 
high severity reoffense would enable officials to make more informed decisions about the 
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danger that a specific offender poses to society. Use of the scale allows for relatively 
accurate estimate of the numbers of false positive and false negatives for each cut score. For 
each decision, an official must decide upon acceptable levels of false positive and false 
negative classification and, based on this ratio, decide upon a cut score. Officials must 
carefully weigh the costs of false positive and false negative classification. 
For example, if an official were faced with the issue of determining which offenders 
receive intensive supervision, the costs of false negative classification would outweigh the 
costs of false positive classification. For every false negative classification, a high severity 
( or high risk) offender would be released with inadequate supervision. Given that this 
decision does not involve depriving offenders of their liberty, a certain number of false 
positives would be acceptable. The official might choose a lower cut score, resulting in a 
reduced number of false negatives. 
By contrast, if an official is making decisions about civil commitment, the costs of 
false positive classification outweigh the costs of false negative classification. Given that 
civil commitment involves protracted incarceration for the offender, a high number of false 
positives would be unacceptable. To minimize the occurrence of false positives, the official 
might choose a higher cut score. 
It should be reiterated that the purpose of this study was to generate potential 
variables that future researchers could evaluate and build upon. The six variables identified 
here should not be regarded as a validated or usable scale. However, findings from the 
present study suggest that efforts toward the development of an empirically-scored 
instrument capable of predicting the severity of reoffense would be worthwhile. The 
performance of these variables provides evidence for the efficacy of such a scale. 
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APPENDIX A: MINNESOTA SEX OFFENDER SCREENING TOOL (MnSOST) 
Minnesota Department of Corrections - Third Research Edition 
Reminder: This instrument is to be used for research purposes only. To facilitate ongoing research, please indicate actual age or number 
of offenses where indicated. 
Name: _______________ _ 
1. Number of Convictions for Sex/Sex Related Offenses 
(including current offense) 
a. None ................................. 0 
b. One .................................. 1 
c. Two .................................. 4 
d. Three ................................. 8 
e. Four or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 
(Actual # __J Score: 
2. Number of Convictions for Felony Offenses 
(Excluding sex/sex related offenses) 
a. None .................................... 0 
b. One ..................................... 1 
c. Two ..................................... 2 
d. Three .................................... 3 
e. Four or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
(Actual # __J Score: 
3. Age at First Conviction for Sex/Sex Related Offense 
a. 30 or Older. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
b. 24to29 .................................. 1 
C. 20 to 23.................................. 2 
d. 19orYounger ............................. 4 
(Actual Age __J Score: 
4. Use of Weapon in Sex/Sex Related Offense(s) 
a. None Present. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
b. Displayed During Offense. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
c. Used to Inflict Injury. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Score: 
5. Total Number of Victims of All Sex Offenses 
6. 
a. One ..................................... . 
b. Two ...................................... 2 
c. Three ..................................... 4 
d. Four to Nine. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
e. Ten or More. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 
(Actual # __J Score: 
Age of Victims of Sex/Sex Related Offense(s) (May score 
more than one 
a. 6 or Younger ............................... 2 
b. 7 to 12 Years ............................... 2 
c. 13 to 15 Years & Offender Not Five Years Older 
than Victim ................................ 1 
d. 13 to 15 Years & Offender at Least Five Years 
Older than Victim. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
e. 16 or Older ................................ 2 
(Actual # __J Score: 
OID: ______ _ 
7. Use ofForce (Most Severe) 
a. None ...................................... 0 
b. Manipulative/Coercive/Position of Authority . . . . . . 2 
c. Threats of Violence ........................... 3 
d. Physical Force or Violence ..................... 5 
e. Substantial/Great Bodily Harm .. · ................ 8 
Score: 
8. Other Characteristics ofOffense(s) (May score more than 
one) 
a. Victim Tied Up . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
b. Duration of Crime More Than 3 Hours ........... 4 
c. Victim Transported Forcefully to Another Location . 4 
d. Victim Tortured/Mutilated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
Score: 
9. Length of Sexual Offending History 
a. Less Than One Year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
b. One to Three Years.......................... 1 
c. Four to Six Years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
d. Seven to Nine Years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
e. Ten or More . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
Score: 
10. Felony Committed Upon Previous Release from 
Institution 
a. Not Applicable (First Incarceration) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
b. More than 24 Months Following Release . . . . . . . . . 2 
c. 12 to 23 Months Following Release . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
d. 6 to 11 Months Following Release . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
e. Less than 6 Months Following Release . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
Score: 
11. Alcohol/Drug Usage 
a. No Interference With Functioning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
b. Occasional Abuse; Some Disruption of Functioning 2 
c. Frequent Abuse; Serious Disruption of Functioning 4 
d. Frequent Abuse/Serious Disruption Following 
Chemical Dependency Treatment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Score: 
12. Prior Sex Offender Treatment 
a. No Involvement in Sex Offender Treatment Prior 
to Current Offense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
b. Involvement in Sex Offender Treatment Prior to 
Current Offense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Score: 
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13. Number of Significant/Marital Relationships 
a. Under 30 and Not Married ..................... 0 
b. One or Two . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
c. Three or More . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
d. Over 30 and Not Married ...................... 4 
Score: 
14. EmploymentHistory 
a. Stable Employment for One Year or Longer 
Prior to Arrest ............................... 0 
b. Homemaker, Retired, Disabled/Unable to Work, 
Student Full-time . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 
c. Part-time, Seasonal/Unstable, in Need of 
Additional Employment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
d. Unemployed or History of Unemployment. ....... 4 
Score: 
~sUB __ T_o_T_A_L_P_AR_T_I_= ______ ~I Note: Only the first 14 items (Part I) need to be completed as part of the intake screening and tracking Process 
Case Manager: _______________ _ Date Completed: __ -___ -__ _ 
The remaining items refer to the offender's status upon institutional release for the current offense (s). These items should be completed 
within 4 months of the inmate's release date (SRD, TRD, etc.). 
15. Discipline History While Incarcerated (Most Serious) 16. Chemical Dependency Treatment While Incarcerated 
a. No Major Discipline Reports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 a. Not Recommended .......................... 0 
b. History of Major Discipline Report Not Involving b. Recommended and Successfully Completed While 
Violence/Sexual Behavior . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 Incarcerated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
c. History of Major Discipline Report Involving c. Recommended and Currently in Program . . . . . . . . . 2 
Violence/Sexual Behavior . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 d. Recommended and Refused/Quit ................ 4 
e. Recommended and Terminated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Score: 
Score: 
17. Sex Offender Treatment While Incarcerated 
a. Not Recommended . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
b. Recommended and Successfully Completed 
While Incarcerated ...................... . 
c. Recommended and Currently in Program . . . . . . 2 
d. Recommended and Refused/Quit . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
e. Recommended and Terminated . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Score: 
SUBTOTALPARTII: ___ _ TOTAL: 
Based upon your review of the file material, how likely would you be to: (circle number) 
a. refer this inmate for special conditions of release 2 3 4 5 
(using current Public Risk Monitoring Guidelines)? Least Likely Most Likely 
b. refer this inmate for commitment as a psychopathic 2 3 4 5 
personality? Least Likely Most Likely 
On a scale of 1 (least dangerous) to 10 (most dangerous), what would you rate this inmate? 
Case Manager: ________________ _ Date Completed: ____________ _ 
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APPENDIX B. DATA CODING INSTRUMENTS 
COM,MUNITY-BASED SEX OFFENDER 
PROGRAM EVALUATION PROJECT 
Mn-SOST CODING INSTRUMENT 
The information contained in this document is covered under Minnesota Data Protection 
and Privacy Statutes and is intended for use by Minnesota Department of Corrections, Sex 
Offender/Chemical Dependency Unit Staff for research purposes only. Any person or 
organization using the information contained within, without written authorization from the 
Minnesota Department of Corrections, will be in violation of Minnesota State Criminal Law 
and subject to prosecution. 
Version 10.9.96 
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NOTES ON COLLECTION PROCESS, FILE, OR THIS DATA COLLECTION FORM: 
CODER OR RESEARCHER COMPLETING THIS 
FORM: ___________ _ 
DATE FORM WAS COMPLETED: _ __,/ ______ / __ 
LOCATION(S).OF FILE INFORMATION: 
DATA ENTRY COMPLETED BY: _____________ _ 
DATE DATA ENTRY COMPLETED: ______ / _ __,/ __ 
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Mn-SOST NUMBER: _____ BOX NUMBER: ____ _ RANDOM NUMBER: ------
1. NAME 
OFFENDER'S NAME: 
(last) (first) (middle) 
2. om 








OFFENDER'S DATE OF BIRTH: __ /__ /__ (99/99/99 if missing} 
5. RACE 
OFFENDER'S ETHNIC AFFILIATION: 
1 Caucasian 
2 African American 
3 American Indian 
4 Chicano/Latino/Hispanic 
5 Asian/Pacific Islander 
6 Multi-Racial 
7 Other, specify: ___________ _ 
9 Missing 
6. EDLEVl 
OFFENDER'S EDUCATION LEVEL: If the offender failed most of the classes in the last year(s) he/she attended school, 
the highest grade completed would be the last grade successfully completed. Do not infer highest grade completed from 
achievement derived from test (e.g., achievement level of tenth grade). For offenders who spent much of their high school 
years in juvenile institutions and completed a high school degree there, infer a GED degree. 
1 Eighth grade or less 
2 Ninth grade 
3 Tenth grade 
4 Eleventh grade 
5 Twelfth grade (high school graduate) 
6 One or two years of college (including AA degree) 
7 Three or four years of college (no degree) 
8 College graduate 
9 Graduate work/degree (including JD, MD, DDS, ... ) 
10 High school or GED plus at least 9 months Vo-Tech 





OFFENDER'S MARITAL STATUS AT TIME OF OFFENSE: "Single, cohabitating" is to be used when a same sex or 
opposite sex couple resides together but is not married. "Separated" is to be used when a couple is legally separated 
regardless of residence; couples not legally separated but not residing in the same household should be coded as "married". 
1 Single 
2 Married 






OFFENDER'S MARITAL STATUS AT TIME OF INCARCERATION: "Single, cohabitating" is to be used when a same 
sex or opposite sex couple resides together but is not married. "Separated" is to be used when a couple is legally separated 
regardless of residence; couples not legally separated but not residing in the same household should be coded as "married". 
1 Single 
2 Married 






OFFENDER'S MARITAL STATUS AT TIME OF RELEASE: "Single, cohabitating" is to be used when a same sex or 
opposite sex couple resides together but is not married. "Separated" is to be used when a couple is legally separated 
regardless of residence; couples not legally separated but not residing in the same household should be coded "married". 
1 Single 
2 Married 





10. . DISK12 
OFFENDER'S DISCIPLINE PROBLEMS FROM K-12: (circle all that apply) 
0 None 
1 Violence 
2 Sexual Aggression 
3 Other (specify): _______ _ 
4 Truancy 
5 Behavior problems noted, not specified 
9 Unable to determine 
11. SPECED 






ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ADJUSTMENT (K THROUGH EIGHTH GRADE): 
0 No problems noted 
1 Slight (minor discipline or attendance) problems 
2 Moderate (more notable behavior or attendance) problems 
3 Severe (serious discipline and/or attendance) problems 
9 Unable to determine 
13-16. 
These questions pertain to the presence or absence of both biological parents as caregivers at different points in the 
offender's life. If pattern was variable, or does not fit in category given, code "Other" and specify. 
USE THE FOLLOWING CODES TO ANSWER QUESTIONS 13-16: 
1 Biological parents married and together 9 Biological father only, divorced 
2 Biological parents not married but together 10 Both biological parents married, but 
3 Biological mother only, never married separated 
4 Biological father only, never married 11 Biological mother and step father 
5 Biological mother only, father deceased 12 Biological father and step mother 
6 Biological father only, mother deceased 13 Neither biological parents present 
7 · Both biological parents deceased 14 Other: _________ _ 
8 Biological mother only, divorced 99 Missing/unable to determine 
13. PARINVB 
Indicate caregiving structure in terms of biological parents when offender was born. _____ _ 
14. PARINVC 
Indicate caregiving structure in terms of biological parents during offender's childhood (0-12 years of age): ____ _ 
15. PARINVL 
Indicate caregiving structure in terms of biological parents during offender's adolescence (13-17 years of 
age): ____ _ 
16. SEPPAR 
DOES FILE NOTE PHYSICAL SEPARATION FROM BIOLOGICAL PARENTS BEFORE THE AGE OF 16?: Include 
placement out of the home, running away from home for an extended period of time, expulsion from home, etc. 
0 No 
1 Yes, specify: __________________________ _ 
8 Not applicable 
9 Missing 
17. PADIFFA 
DOES FILE NOTE THAT OFFENDER HAD DIFFICULTY IN RELATING TO PARENTS AS AN ADULT?: Indicate 
whether fik notes that offender had difficulty relating to parent(s) in adulthood. This question pertains only to a level of 





DOES FILE NOTE THAT OFFENDER HAD DIFFICULTY IN RELATING TO SIBLINGS AS AN ADULT?: Indicate 
whether file notes that offender had difficulty relating to at least one sibling in adulthood. This question pertains only to a 






WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES OFFENDER'S HIGHEST LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT WITH 
FAMILY OF ORIGIN AND EXTENDED FAMILY AS AN ADULT?: Indicate the highest level of involvement offender 
has had with family of origin and extended family in adulthood. Note: DO NOT make a subjective determination of 
frequency of involvement. Code only the level of involvement indicated by the file. If uncertain (involvement was 
indicated, but level is unclear), code Unclear. If file makes no mention oflevel of involvement, code Missing. 
0 No contact with any family members 
1 Rarely, ALL/MOST family members 
2 Rarely, SOME family members 
3 Occasionally, SOME family members 
4 Occasionally, ALL/MOST family members 
5 Frequently, SOME family members 
6 Frequently, ALL/MOST family members 
7 Unclear 
9 Missing 
20. EMO ATTA 
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES OFFENDER'S HIGHEST LEVEL OF EMOTIONAL 
ATTACHMENT WITH THE FAMILY OF ORIGIN AND EXTENDED FAMILY IN ADULTHOOD?: Indicate the 
highest level of emotional attachment that offender has with family of origin and extended family in adulthood. Note: DO 
NOT make a subjective determination of level of attachment. Code only the level of attachment indicated by the file. If 
uncertain (attachment was indicated, but extent/level is unclear), code "Unclear". Iffile'makes to mention oflevel of 
attachment, code "Missing". 
0 No attachment with any family members 
1 Weak, ALL/MOST family members 
2 Weak, SOME family members 
3 Moderate, SOME family members 
4 Moderate, ALL/MOST family members 
5 Strong, SOME family members 
6 Strong, ALL/MOST family members 
7 Unclear 
8 Not applicable--no family of orientation 
9 Missing 
21. OFAMINVA 
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES OFFENDER'S HIGHEST LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT WITH THE 
FAMILY OF ORIENTATION AS AN ADULT?: Indicate the highest level of involvement offender has had with family 
of orientation in adulthood (family of orientation refers to family the offender started--e.g., married or unmarried partner, 
children, etc., whether or not the family members share(d) the same residence). Note: DO NOT make a subjective 
determination of frequency of involvement. Code only the level of involvement indicated by the file. If uncertain 












No contact with any family members 
Rarely, ALL/MOST family members 
Rarely, SOME family members 
Occasionally, SOME family members 
Occasionally, ALL/MOST family members 
Frequently, SOME family members 
Frequently, ALL/MOST family members 





WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRJBES OFFENDER'S HIGHEST LEVEL OF EMOTIONAL 
ATTACHMENT WITH THE FAMILY OF ORIENTATION IN ADULTHOOD?: Indicate the highest level of emotional 
attachment that offender has with family of orientation in adulthood ((family of orientation refers to family the offender 
started--e.g., married or unmarried partner, children, etc., whether or not the family members share(d) the same residence). 
Note: DO NOT make a subjective determination of level of attachment. Code only the level of attachment indicated by the 
file. If uncertain (attachment was indicated, but extent/level is unclear), code "Unclear."' If file makes to mention oflevel 
of attachment, code "Missing" 
0 No attachment with any family members 
1 Weak, ALL/MOST family members 
2 Weak, SOME family members 
3 Moderate, SOME family members 
4 Moderate, ALL/MOST family members 
5 Strong, SOME family members 
6 Strong, ALL/MOST family members 
7 Unclear 
8 Notapplicable--no family oforientation 
9 Missing 
23. ABHX 
OFFENDER'S OWN PERSONAL ABUSENICTIMIZATION HISTORY: (circle all that apply) Code offender's personal 
victimization history. DO NOT include abuse perpetrated by the offender. 
0 None 
1 History of sexual abuse 
2 History of physical abuse 
3 History of emotional/verbal abuse 
9 Missing/unknown 




2. Official support 
2. Official support 
2. Official support 
3. Inconsistent reports 
3. Inconsistent reports 
3. Inconsistent reports 
AGE AT WHICH OFFENDER BEGAN SEXUAL OFFENDING?: Code THE EARLIEST KNOWN AGE -----
at which offender began sexual offending. If exact age is unknown, but offender was a juvenile, code 97. If exact age is 
unknown, but offender was an adult, code 98. If age is unknown, code 99. 
25. EMSTBHX 
STABILITY OF OFFENDER'S EMPLOYMENT PRIOR TO INCARCERATION: Indicate stability of employment 
prior to current incarceration. When coding, DO NOT take into consideration the type of employment (i.e., full-time, part-
time, or seasonal). A full-time college student is enrolled in three or more courses per semester or quarter; a full-time 
vocational student works or is enrolled in courses which are the equivalent of a 35-hour work week. 
0 No employment prior to incarceration 
1 Stable (same company for 6 mos. prior to offense) 
2 Not Stable (same company for less than 6 months prior to offense) 
9 Missing 
26. EMPATHX 
















GENERAL DEGREE OF ALCOHOL USE PRIOR TO CURRENT INCARCERATION?: 
Indicate degree of alcohol use prior to current incarceration. Describe the pattern of use that was most typical for this 
period. 
0 None/none indicated--includes recovering alcoholics 
1 Rare--experimental 
2 Light--light social usage which generally is not considered debilitating e.g., did not inhibit work/school 
performance, family relations, etc. 
3 Moderate 
4 Heavy--alcohol use causes occasional problems and impinges upon work, family obligations with or 
without permanent harm e.g., loss of job, separation from family whether voluntary or involuntary, 
arrests, social intervention, suicidal or assaultive behavior while drunk. 
5 Addicted/very heavy use--psychological and/or physical addiction noted in PSI; more than occasional 
problems with job, etc. or if problems develop in most areas of his/her life. 
9 Missing 
28. DRGUSEHX 
GENERAL DEGREE OF DRUG USE PRIOR TO CURRENT INCARCERATION?: 
Indicate degree of drug ( other than alcohol) use prior to current incarceration. Describe the pattern of use that was most 
typical for this period. 
0 None/none indicated--includes recovering alcoholics 
1 Rare--experimental 
2 r Light--light social usage which generally is not considered debilitating e.g., did not inhibit work/school 
performance, family relations, etc. 
3 Moderate 
4 Heavy--alcohol use causes occasional problems and impinges upon work, family obligations with or 
without permanent harm e.g., loss of job, separation from family whether voluntary or involuntary, 
arrests, social intervention, suicidal or assaultive behavior while drunk. 
5 Addicted/very heavy use--psychological and/or physical addiction noted in PSI; more than occasional 
problems with job, etc. or if problems develop in most areas of his/her life. 
9 Missing 
29. DRGPRlHX 
OFFENDER'S DRUG OF PRIMARY USE PRIOR TO INCARCERATION?: (circle one) 
0 None 
1 Narcotics -- codeine, demorol, kilaudil, heroin, methadone, morphine, opium, percodan 
2 Related analgesics -- darvon, talwin 
3 Barbiturates/sedatives -- amytal, nembutal, phenobarbital, seconal, tuinal, doriden, noludar, 
placidyl,quaalude, sopor, parest, optimil, somnafac 
4 Minor tranquilizers -- dalmane, equanil/miltown, librium, serax, valium 
5 Alcohol 
6 Major tranquilizers -- mellaril, thorazine 
7 Inhalants -- amyl nitrite, butyl nitrite, nitrous oxide 
8 Amphetamines/stimulants -- benzedrine, bephetramine, desoxyn, dexedrine, methedrine, preludin, 
ritalin 
9 Cocaine -- cocaine hydrochloride 
10 Crack cocaine 
11 Cannabis -- hashish, hash oil, marijuana 
12 Hallucinogens -- LSD, MDA, mescaline, peyote, psilocybin/mushrooms 
13 Related hallucinogens -- ketamine hydrochloride, PCP/phencyclidine 




OFFENDER'S DRUG OF SECONDARY USE PRIOR TO INCARCERATION?: (circle all that apply) 
0 None 
1 Narcotics -- codeine, demorol, kilaudil, heroin, methadone, morphine, opium, percodan 
2 Related analgesics -- darvon, talwin 
3 Barbiturates/sedatives -- amytal, nembutal, phenobarbital, seconal, tuinal, doriden, noludar, 
placidyl,quaalude, sopor, parest, optimil, somnafac 
4 Minor tranquilizers -- dalmane, equanil/miltown, librium, serax, valium 
5 Alcohol 
6 Major tranquilizers -- mellaril, thorazine 
7 Inhalants -- amyl nitrite, butyl nitrite, nitrous oxide 
8 Amphetamines/stimulants -- benzedrine, bephetramine, desoxyn, dexedrine, methedrine, preludin, 
ritalin 
9 Cocaine -- cocaine hydrochloride 
10 Crack cocaine 
11 Cannabis -- hashish, hash oil, marijuana 
12 Hallucinogens -- LSD, MDA, mescaline, peyote, psilocybin/mushrooms 
13 Related hallucinogens -- ketamine hydrochloride, PCP/phencyclidine 
14 Over-the-counter drugs 
99 Missing 
31. ALCORG 
HISTORY OF ALCOHOL/DRUG ABUSE: ( circle all items which file indicates are present for this offender) 
1 Parental alcohol/drug abuse 
2 Offender's teenage alcohol/drug abuse 
3 Offender's adult alcohol/drug abuse 
4 Alcohol/drugs involved in a prior offense 
5 Alcohol/drugs involved in the current offense 
8 Not applicable--no history of alcohol/drug abuse 
9 Missing 
CONVICTION INFORMATION The information gathered in this section pertains only to the offense(s) associated with 
the current incarceration. Disregard previous incarcerations. 
32. 
Offender's criminal history score as stated in the case summary. 
H-CHS: _____ (99/99/99 if missing) 
33. 
Offender's severity level as stated in the case summary. 
H-SEV: ________ (99/99/99 if missing) 
34. 
Offender's conviction date as stated in the case summary. 
CONV-DT: __ /__ /__ (99/99/99 if missing) 
35. 
Offender's effective sentencing date as stated in the case summary. 
EFCT-SEN-DT: __ /__ /__ (99/99/99 if missing) 
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36. 
METHOD OF OBTAINING CONVICTION FOR THIS OFFENSE?: (circle all that apply) 
1 Trial 
2 Straight plea 
3 Charge negotiation--reduced charges, dropped charges, or an agreement to not charge 
4 Sentence negotiation--agreement on disposition of the sentence, duration of the sentence, or the 
condition of the stayed sentence 
5 Charge and sentence negotiation 
6 Alford plea---pleads guilty due to the evidence but says/claims did not do the offense 
7 Norgaard plea---pleads guilty but claims no memory due to blackout 
8 Goulet plea---pleads guilty due to the evidence but claims no memory of offense 
9 Missing/unclear 
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JUVENILE PRIOR CONVICTION INFORMATION 
37. JCONV 
DOES OFFENDER HA VE PRIOR JUVENILE CONVICTIONS?:! ndicate whether offender has prior convictions as a 
juvenile. Ifno information available, code "Missing". 




Indicate date( s) of prior conviction( s) and check appropriate categories. If date is missing, code "99/99/99". Iftype of 
conviction is unknown, code "99" in "Sex" category. Check if it is a felony level conviction or a gross misdemeanor/ 
misdemeanor conviction. Circle "Y" (yes) or "N" (no) or "U" (unknown) for the prison category. When offender's prior 
juvenile conviction history is complete and there is not another conviction to code, stop coding and SKIP TO QUESTION 
#57. 
DATE TYPE OF CONVICTION Felony GM/ Prison 
(99/99/99 (ONLY check category) M Yes/No/ 
if missing) unknown 
Sex Non-Sex Person Other 
38. y N u 
39. YN u 
40. y N u 
41. y N u 
42. y N u 
43. y N u 
44. y N u 
45. y N u 
46. y N u 
47. y N u 
48. y N u 
49. y N u 
50. y N u 
51. y N u 
52. YN u 





___ TOTAL NUMBER OF PRIOR JUVENILE CONVICTIONS 
___ TOTAL NUMBER OF JUVENILE SEX CONVICTIONS 
TOTAL NUMBER OF JUVENILE NON-SEX PERSON CONVICTIONS ----
___ TOTAL NUMBER OF JUVENILE SEX OFFENSES CHARGED-NO CONVICTIONS 
(Code 99 if missing/unknown) 
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57. ___ TOTAL NUMBER OF JUVENILE SEX OFFENSES ALLEDGED-NO FURTHER LEGAL 
ACTION TAKEN (Code 99 if missing/unknown) 
ADULT PRIOR CONVICTION INFORMATION 
58. ACONV 
DOES OFFENDER HA VE PRIOR ADULT CONVICTIONS?: Indicate whether offender has prior convictions as an adult. 
If not indicated, code "Missing". 




Indicate date( s) of prior conviction( s) and check appropriate categories. If date is missing, code "99/99/99". If type of 
conviction is unknown, code "99" in "Sex" category. Check if it is a felony level conviction or a gross misdemeanor/ mis-
demeanor conviction. Circle "Y" (yes) or "N" (no) or "U" (unknown) for the prison category. When offender's prior adult 
conviction history is complete and there is not another conviction to code, stop coding and SKIP TO QUESTION #78. 
DATE TYPE OF CONVICTION Felony GM/ Prison 
(99/99/99 (ONLY check category) M Yes/No/ 
if missing) Unknown 
Sex Non-Sex Person Other 
59. y N u 
60. YN u 
61. YN u 
62. YN u 
63. YNU 
64. YN u 
65. YN u 
66. y N u 
67. YN u 
68. YN u 
69. y N u 
70. YN u 
71. y N u 
72. YN u 
73. YN u 
74. YN u 
75. YN u 





___ TOTAL NUMBER OF PRIOR ADULT CONVICTIONS 
___ TOTAL NUMBER OF ADULT SEX CONVICTIONS 
___ TOTAL NUMBER OF ADULT NON-SEX PERSON CONVICTIONS 
___ TOTAL NUMBER OF ADULT SEX OFFENSES CHARGED-NO CONVICTIONS 
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(Code 99 if missing/unknown) 
80. ___ TOTAL NUMBER OF ADULT SEX OFFENSES ALLEGED--NO FURTHER LEGAL ACTION 
TAKEN (Code 99 if missing/unknown) 
SUPERVISION/PROBATION INFORMATION 
81. PRING 
Record the number of prior incarcerations as stated in the case summary. 
NUMBER OF PRIOR INCARCERATIONS: ___ _ 
82. SUPFAIL 
Record the number of supervision failures ( i.e.: probation and/or release violations, revocations ... ) as stated in the case 
summary. 
NUMBER OF SUPERVISION FAILURES: _____ (99 if missing) 
83. REFL 
REASON(S) FOR SUPERVISED RELEASE AND/OR PROBATION VIOLATION(S): Consider all prior supervised 
release and probation violations regardless of the offense. (circle all that apply) 
000 No violation 
005 New felony convictions 
020 New gross misdemeanor conviction(s) 
030 New misdemeanor conviction(s) 
040 New offenses charged 
050 New offenses alleged/no charges 
110 Escaped/ absconded from custody or furlough 
120 Absconded from residential treatment 
121 · Failure to complete residential treatment program 
125 Failure to complete residential treatment program--lack of funds 
130 Failure to appear at workhouse or residential treatment 
135 Refused treatment/failed to enter treatment 
140 Failure to comply with rules ofjail/workhouse--not drug use 
142 Failure to comply with rules of jail/workhouse--drug use 
210 Failure to complete nonresidential treatment 
220 Failure to keep appointments with probation officer/did not maintain contact 
230 Failure to keep probation officer informed as to status (residential, marital, etc.) 
240 Refused to meet conditions of probation 
245 Absconded from supervision 
250 Failure to pay restitution 
255 Failure to do community work service 
260 Made contact with the victim 
265 Failure to meet other financial sanctions 
300 Use of drugs or alcohol other than jail/workhouse 
310 Unamenable to probation/supervision 
320 Violent behavior 
400 Offender requested prison 
401 Offender requested prison to avoid probation 
410 Revocation and imprisonment on prior felony 
420 Defendant requested prison instead of jail/workhouse 
430 Offender not deterred 
520 Public protection/public safety 
620 Commitment warranted 
666 Probation officer did not recommend revocation 
777 Violation but reason unknown 
999 Missing 
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OFFENDER'S SEX OFFENDER &/OR CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY TREATMENT IDSTORY 
Record offender's sex offender and/or chemical dependency treatment prior to current incarceration. This includes BOTH 
community and institutional programs (residential, outpatient, correctional, etc.). If name of program is unknown, code 
"MISSING". Code from the oldest date to the most recent date. If date admitted is unknown, code "99/99/99". When 
offender's treatment history is complete and there is not another program to enter, stop coding and SKIP TO QUESTION 
#98. 
USE THE FOLLOWING CODES TO INDICATE TYPE OF TREATMENT: 
A Inpatient/residential D Institutional (non-correctional)---refers to non-
B Outpatient/nonresidential correctional institutions, such as hospitals, etc 
C Correctional E Evaluation 
F Unknown 
USE THE FOLLOWING CODES TO INDICATE REASON FOR OFFENDER'S DISCHARGE FROM PROGRAM: 
1 Successful completion of program 5 Non-completion--reason unknown 
2 Terminated, noncompletion 6 Transfer 
3 Quit, noncompletion 7 Evaluation only 
4 Absconded from program 9 Missing/unknown 
TYPE: NAME OF PROGRAM ADMIT TREATMENT REASON FOR 
(circle) Code "Missing" if DATE TYPE DISCHARGE 
unknown moldy/yr 
84. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
85. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
86. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
87. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
88. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
89. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
90. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
91. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
92. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
93. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
94. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
95. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
96. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
97. SO CD _/_/_ A B C D E F 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
OFFENDER'S MENTAL HEALTH TREATMENT HISTORY 
Record offender's mental health treatment prior to current incarceration. This includes BOTH community and institutional programs (residential, outpatient, correctional, 
etc.). This includes previous programming while incarcerated. ff name of program is unknown, code "MISSING". Code from the oldest date to the most recent date. ff 
date admitted is unknown, code "99/99/99". When offender's treatment history is complete and there is not another program to enter, stop coding and SKIP TO QUESTION 
#108 Event or ongoing situation refers to the reason/or admittance. "Event" would be a specific incident (death in the family, suicide attempt, etc.) which would prompt 











USE THE FOLLOWING CODES TO INDICATE TYPE OF TREATMENT: 
A Inpatient/residential E 
B Outpatient/nonresidential F 
C Correctional G 
D Institutional (non-correctional)---refers to non-




USE THE FOLLOWING CODES TO INDICATE REASON FOR OFFENDER'S DISCHARGE FROM PROGRAM: 
1 Successful completion of program 5 Non-completion--reason unknown 
2 Terminated, noncompletion 6 Transfer 
3 Quit, noncompletion 9 Missing/unknown 
4 Absconded from I>_rogram 
NAME OF PROGRAM DATE ADMITTED EVENT OR TREATMENT TYPE 
Code "Missing" if unknown moldy/yr ONGOING 
SITUATION 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
_/_/_ E 0 A B C D E F G 
MEDICATION REASONFOR 
DISCHARGE 
YES NO MSG 
1 2 3 4 5 6 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 9 
1 2 3 4 5 6 9 





IS OFFENDER ON PUBLIC RISK MONITORING STATUS?: Indicate whether offender was assigned Public Risk 
Monitoring (PRM) status. 
0 No 
1 Yes 
8 Not applicable--incarceration prior to fall of 1991 
9 Missing 
110. DISCREC 
DOES OFFENDER HA VE A DISCIPLINE RECORD?: 




TOTAL NUMBER OF GOOD TIME DAYS LOST: ________ (Code "9999" if missing or unknown) 
112. CITEUSE 
HAS OFFENDER EVER BEEN CITED FOR DRUG/ ALCOHOL USE IN HIE INSTITUTION?: Include even if report 





HAS OFFENDER EVER BEEN CITED FOR SEXUAL BEHAVIOR IN THE INSTITUTION?: Include even if report did 






REASON FOR DISCIPLINE REPORT(S): ( circle all that apply) INCLUDE ALL REPORTS-- EVEN IF NOT 
RESULTING IN A HEARING OR WAIVER OF HEARING AND/OR SHOWING IN CMIS SUMMARY REPORT. 
001 Loitering 030 Verbal abuse/harassment 
002 Disturbing others 031 Threatening others 
003 Failure to comply 032 Disorderly conduct 
004 Performing unauthorized tasks 033 Arson 
005 Gambling 034 Sexual behavior 
006 Improper dress 035 Bribery 
007 Unsanitary acts and conditions 036 Extortion 
008 obstructing cell bars, windows, or door 037 Unlawful assembly 
009 Unauthorized smoking or burning of 038 Possession of contraband 
unauthorized material 381 Drugs 
010 Missing, delaying, or interrupting 382 Liquor 
switching in or out 383 Weapon 
011 Malingering 384 Money 
012 Wasting food, energy, or resources 386 Other 
013 Contempt 387 Smuggling device 
014 Visiting misconduct 039 Inciting to riot 
015 Failure to carry identification card 040 Escape or attempted escape 
016 Disobeying an order 041 Assault 
017 Disrupting count 411 Staff 
018 Resisting placement 412 Inmate 
019 Unauthorized control, possession, 413 Harm inmate 
transfer or use of property 042 Riot 
020 Refusing to work 043 Holding hostage 
021 Use of intoxicants 044 Homicide 
022 Tampering with security devices 045 Attempts 
023 False testimony 046 Conspiracy 
024 Misrepresentation 047 Creating a fire hazard 
025 Interference with shakedown 048 Failure to comply with furlough, 
026 Interference with personnel in special duty, temp. parole, 
course of duties or conditions of release 
027 Destruction, damage, or alteration 049 Contact with juvenile residents 
of property 050 Violation of special unit regulations 
028 Smuggling 888 Not applicable 
029 Being in an unauthorized area 999 Missing 
030 Verbal abuse/harassment 
115. REPORTS 
DESCRIPTION OF DISCIPLINE REPORTS: (Code "99" if missing or unclear) INCLUDE ONLY REPORTS 
RESULTING IN HEARING OR WAIVER OF HEARING AND/OR SHOWING IN CMIS SUMMARY REPORT. 
LEVEL OF SEVERITY NUMBER OF REPORTS 
MINOR (less than 15 days) 
MILDLY SERIOUS (15-29 days) 
MODERATELY SERIOUS (30-59 days) 
SERIOUS (60-89 days) 
MAJOR (90 days or more) 
116. NOREPTS 
TOTAL NUMBER OF DISCIPLINE REPORTS:. ____ (Code "99" if missing or unclear) INCLUDE ONLY 
REPORTS RESULTING IN HEARING OR WAIVER OF HEARING AND/OR SHOWING IN CMIS SUMMARY 
REPORT. 
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DENIAL/MINIMIZATION OF INCARCERATING OFFENSE 
117. DENIAL 
OFFENDER'S LEVEL OF DENIAL OF OFFENSE AT TIME OF INCARCERATION: Refer to incarcerating/instant 
offense only. Pertains to denial/minimization at time of offender's prison admission. 
1 Total denial of offense {SKIP TO QUESTION #121) 
2 Partial denial of offense (minimization, etc.) 
3 No denial--fully admits to the offense (SKIP TO QUESTION #121) 
9 Missing/unable to determine (SKIP TO QUESTION #121) 
118. DENY2 














Not applicable--offender fully admits to offense 
Minimization BEFORE the crime--denies planning involved 
Minimization BEFORE the crime--denies fantasy involved 
Minimization DURING the crime--denies or downplays force used 
Minimization DURING the crime--denies penetration 
Minimization DURING the crime--denies or downplays number of victims involved 
Minimization DURING the crime--denies length of offense duration 
Minimization DURING the crime--claims victim consent 
Minimization DURING the crime--denies sexually motivated/claims accident 
Minimization AFTER the crime--denies or downplays threats/intimidation used 
Minimization AFTER the crime--denies or downplays harm 




SEX OFFENDER INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMMING 
119. SOEVAL 
DID OFFENDER HA VE AN INSTITUTIONAL SEX OFFENDER EVALUATION FOLLOWING ADMISSION FOR 
PRESENT INCARCERATION?: If offender received a sex offender evaluation WHILE INCARCERATED FOR 
PRESENT OFFENSE date is available, indicate "yes" and enter date. Ifno date is available, code "99/99/99". 
0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION #124) 
1 Yes: DATE ASSESSED __ /__ /__ 
9 Missing {SKIP TO QUESTION #124) 
120. FINDSO 
WHAT WERE THE FINDINGS OF THE INSTITUTIONAL SEX OFFENDER EVALUATION?: Indicate the findings of 
the institutional sex offender evaluation. DO NOT infer what they were, but code the answer that is specified by the 
assessor. 
0 No treatment recommended--offender not amenable 
1 No treatment recommended--other reason(s), specify: ___________ _ 
2 No treatment recommended or treatment recommended but not enough incarceration 
time to participate in programming 
3 Yes, treatment mandated/recommended 
9 Missing 
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121. SO ENTER 
DID OFFENDER ENTER INSTITUTIONAL SEX OFFENDER TREATMENT?: Code whether or not the offender did 
enter institutional sex offender treatment. If yes, code the date of entrance. If that date is missing, code "99/99/99". If the 
offender has not entered treatment, indicate the answer that best explains why not. 
0 Yes---DATE ENTERED PROGRAM: I I ---------
1 No, appealing conviction 
2 No, lack of space in program 
3 No, sentence length too short 
4 No, not amenable to treatment 
5 No, reason unknown 
6 No, offender refused to enter 
7 Other, specify: _______________ _ 
9 Missing 
122. SOCOMP 
DID OFFENDER COMPLETE INSTITUTIONAL SEX OFFENDER PROGRAMMING?: Indicate whether offender 
completed institutional sex offender programming (treatment). If yes, but the date is missing, code "99/99/99". 
0 No 
1 Yes--DATE OF COMPLETION __ / __ / __ (SKIP TO QUESTION #124) 
2 Still in program 
8 Not applicable--offender never entered treatment 
9 Missing/unknown 
123. SORN 
REASONS FOR TREATMENT NON-COMPLETION: ( circle all that apply) Indicate the reasons why the offender did not 
complete institutional sex offender treatment. If the offender did not enter treatment, code "88". If the reasons are missing, 
code "99". 
1 Not amenable 
2 Denies offense 
3 Discipline problems--other than sexual behavior or chem. use 
4 Engaging in sexual behavior 
5 Engaging in use of chemicals 
6 Conviction appealed and/or overturned 
7 Expiration of sentence 
8 Transfer to another institution 
9 Change in custody status 
10 Other, specify: ______________ _ 
88 Not applicable--offender did not enter treatment 
99 Reason for non-completion not indicated 
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CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMMING 
124. COEVAL 
DID OFFENDER HA VE AN INSTITUTIONAL CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY EVALUATION FOLLOWING 
ADMISSION FOR PRESENT INCARCERATION?: If offender received an institutional chemical dependency evaluation 
while incarcerated for present offense, indicate yes and enter date. If no date is available, code "99/99/99". 
0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION #129) 
1 Yes: DATE ASSESSED __ /__ /__ 
9 Missing (SKIP TO QUESTION #129) 
125. FINDCD 
WHAT WERE THE FINDINGS OF THE INSTITUTIONAL CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY EVALUATION?: Indicate the 
findings of the institutional chemical dependency evaluation. DO NOT infer what they were, but code the answer that is 
specified by the assessor. 
0 No treatment recommended--offender not amenable 
1 No treatment recommended--other reason(s), specify: __________ _ 
2 No treatment recommended or treatment recommended but not enough incarceration 
time to participate in programming 
3 Yes, treatment mandated/recommended 
9 Missing 
126. CD ENTER 
DID OFFENDER ENTER INSTITUTIONAL CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY TREATMENT?: Code whether or not the 
offender did enter institutional chemical dependency treatment. If yes, code the date of entrance. If that date is missing, 
code "99/99/99". If the offender has not entered treatment, indicate the answer that best explains why not. 
0 Yes---DATE ENTERED PROGRAM: __ /__ /__ 
1 No, appealing conviction 
2 No, lack of space in program 
3 No, sentence length too short 
4 No, not amenable to treatment 
5 No, reason unknown 
6 No, offender refused to enter 
7 Other, specify: _______________ _ 
9 Missing 
127. CDCOMP 
DID OFFENDER COMPLETE INSTITUTIONAL CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY PROGRAMMING?: Indicate whether 
offender completed institutional chemical dependency programming (treatment). If yes, but the date is missing, code 
"99/99/99". 
0 No 
1 Yes--DATE OF COMPLETION __ /__ /__ (SKIP TO QUESTION #129) 
2 Still in program 




REASONS FOR TREATMENT NON-COMPLETION: ( circle all that apply) Indicate the reasons why the offender did not 
complete institutional chemical dependency treatment. If the offender did not enter treatment, code "88". If the reasons are 
missing, code "99". 
1 Not amenable 
2 Denies offense 
3 Discipline problems--other than sexual behavior or chem. use 
4 Engaging in sexual behavior 
5 Engaging in use of chemicals 
6 Conviction appealed and/or overturned 
7 Expiration of sentence 
8 Transfer to another institution 
9 Change in custody status 
10 Other, specify: ______________ _ 
88 Not applicable--offender did not enter treatment 
99 Reason for non-completion not indicated 
MENTAL HEALTH INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMMING 
129. MHHX 
OFFENDER MENTAL HEAL TH HISTORY: "Inpatient" mental heath treatment only occurs at MCF-Oak Park Heights at 
the Mental Health Unit. If this appears in the file, #3 or 4 must be coded below. 
0 No mental health programming indicated 
1 Some history---brief situational contact, event driven 
2 Mental health programming--outpatient only, individual or group treatment, no major mental illness 
(situational/reactive) 
3 History of mental health treatment--inpatient (situational/reactive) and/ or outpatient medication 
4 Significant history of mental health issues/medications--diagnosis of major mental 
illness (schizophrenia, delusional disorder, manic-depression, chronic depression); 
ongoing outpatient/ psychiatric consultations; inpatient treatment. 
130. MHDI 







Diagnosis of Personality Disorder 
Diagnosis of Schizophrenia 
WAS OFFENDER EVER DIAGNOSED IN HIS/HER LIFETIME AS HAVING ANY OF THE FOLLOWING: ( circle all 
that apply) Include childhood, time prior to incarceration and while incarcerated. 
0 None 
1 Hyperactivity 
2 Attention Deficit Disorder 
3 ADHD 
4 Impulse Control Disorder 
5 Low functioning mental capacity 
6 Mild/moderate mental impairedness 
7 Other, specify: ______________________________ _ 
9 Missing 
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OFFENDER'S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL UPON DISCHARGE 
132. EDLEVD 
OFFENDER'S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL/GRADE AT TIME OF DISCHARGE FROM INSTITUTION: If the offender 
failed most of the classes in the last year(s) he/she attended school, the highest grade completed would be the last grade 
successfully completed. Do not infer highest grade completed from achievement derived from test ( e.g., achievement level 
of tenth grade). For offenders who spent much of their high school years in juvenile institutions and completed a high 
school degree there, infer a GED degree. 
1 Eighth grade or less 
2 Ninth grade 
3 Tenth grade 
4 Eleventh grade 
5 Twelfth grade (high school graduate) 
6 One or two years of college (including AA degree) 
7 Three or four years of college (no degree) 
8 Col1ege graduate 
9 Graduate work/degree (including JD, MD, DDS, ... ) 
10 High school or GED plus at least 9 months Vo-Tech 
11 No high school or GED plus at least 9 months Vo-Tech 
66 GED 
99 Missing/unknown 
OFFENDER'S RELEASE INFORMATION 
133. RESE 
OFFENDER'S APPROVED RELEASE PLAN, AS INDICATED IN THE OFFICE OF ADULT RELEASE ACTIONS 
PORTION OF THE RE-ENTRY REVIEW: (circle all that apply) 
1 Standard--as is stated 
2 Special, (examples: ISR, NAP, STP at 180 Degrees, Psycho-Ed at Reentry, Alpha, Pathfinders, 
Transitions Aftercare ... ) describe: ______________________ _ 
3 Voluntary residential, (examples: Damascus Way, ARC, Chain of Lakes, other non-DOC halfway 
houses ... ) describe: ___________________ _ 
4 Mandatory residential, (examples: Reentry, 180 Degrees, House of Hope, Mesabi, [Stranger rapists will 
go to a halfway house and to an ISR caseload]) ... describe: ____________ _ 
5 Release to detainer, (examples: county, state, INS, and Federal ... ) describe: _________ _ 
6 Release to interstate, ( example interstate parole release), describe: ___________ _ 
7 Release to other authority ( dual commitment), ( examples: dual commitment with another state, PP if 
already committed, Federal commitment, or interstate to another prison or commitment. .. ) 
describe: _____________________ _ 
9 Missing/unlmown 
134. REOF 
IS THERE ANY EVIDENCE IN THE FILE THAT EXPLICITLY STATES THAT THE OFFENDER IS LIKELY TO 
REOFFEND UPON RELEASE?: 
0 No 
1 Offender states reoffense likely ( e.g., "says that s/he will rape again") 
2 File states reoffense likely ( e.g., case manager says offender is at high risk to reoffend) 
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135. PHYSICL 
IS THERE EVIDENCE IN THE FILE THAT OFFENDER DEMONSTRATES A PHYSICAL CONDITION THAT 
. MINIMIZES THE RISK OF REOFFENSE, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO ADV AN CED AGE OR 
DEBILITATING ILLNESS OR PHYSICAL CONDITION?: 
0 No 
I Yes 
9 Missing/unable to determine 
Questions 136-139 are subjective questions based on the coder's review of the file. Judgment for these answers must be 
based on evidence found in the files. DO NOT BASE JUDGEMENT ON DETAILS NOT FOUND IN THE FILE. 
DRAW AN "X" AT THE POINT ON THE LINE THAT BEST APPROXIMATES THE OFFENDER'S SITUATION. 
WRITE "UNABLE TO DETERMINE" IF THERE IS NO EVIDENCE IN FILE WHICH CAN FORM THE BASIS FOR 
AN ANSWER. 
136. PERRSUPP 
RATE THE LEVEL OF SUPPORT FROM PEERS THE OFFENDER IS LIKELY TO RECEIVE UPON RELEASE: 
1--------1 1------
---1 
3 2 I 0 I 2 3 
WEAK NEUTRAL STRONG 
SUPPORT SUPPORT SUPPORT 
137. 
RATE THE LEVEL OF SUPPORT FROM FAMILY THE OFFENDER IS LIKELY TO RECEIVE UPON RELEASE: 
1--------1 1-- 1-------- 1------
---1 
3 2 I 0 I 2 3 
WEAK NEUTRAL STRONG 
SUPPORT SUPPORT SUPPORT 
138. 




3 2 I 0 I 2 3 
WEAK NEUTRAL STRONG 
AMENABILITY AMENABILITY AMENABILITY 
139. 
RATE THE COMPLETENESS OF THE FILE FOR CODING PURPOSES: 
1--------1 1------
---1 
3 2 I 0 I 2 3 
VERY FAIRLY VERY 
INCOMPLETE COMPLETE COMPLETE 
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Mn-SOST NUMBER:. _______ BOX NUMBER: ____ _ RANDOM NUMBER: ______ _ 
OFFENSE NUMBER: ________ _ 
500. 
OFFENDER'S 
NAME: ____________________________________ _ 
(last) (first) (middle) 
501. 
OID: _________ _ 
OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS -- DO NOT CONSIDER HOW OFFENSES WERE FORMALLY CHARGED IN THE 
DETERMINATION OF "OFFENSE" DEFINITION. An offense is defined as a cluster of behaviors with respect to a particular 
victim or set of victims. A single offense could consist of an incestuous pattern of contact between the offender and his 
daughter that spans several years; it could include a stranger rape that occurred only once; it could include multiple acts of 
fondling perpetrated by the same offender against different .neighborhood children. 
In distinguishing between offenses, take into consideration four factors: (1) time (continuous/not continuous); (2) location; (3) 
victim (same/different); and (4) behavior(s) (same/different). If common elements of the offense are victim and location, 
consider whether the time period is continuous or not. If it appears that the behavior(s) in question are not part of a 
continuous pattern of conduct, code offenses separately. If the behavior(s) appears to be part of a continuous pattern of 
conduct, code on one offense sheet. Refer to the sheet on various offenses for further examples of offense coding. 
CODE ALL OFFENSES THAT ARE SEX AND/OR SEX-RELATED OFFENSES (e.g., kidnapping, burglary, murder, 
solicitation, exposure) Code all offenses including those which were charged and/or but not convicted. This includes the 
instant incarcerating offense(s) as well as previous offenses. 
503. 
DATE OF OFFENSE: ___ / ___ / ___ Obtain from the criminal complaint, PSI, MSGA Worksheet, or case summary. 
504. 
HIGHEST LEVEL OF FORMAL INVOLVEMENT IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM FOR THIS OFFENSE: 
1 Alleged--no formal action taken 
2 Charged out--no conviction 
3 Convicted 
4 Other, specify: ________________________ _ 
9 Missing/unable to determine 
505. 
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: 
1 FELONY level sex offense 




6 Other, specify: ______________________ _ 
9 Missing/unable to determine 
506. 




























Step-parent or other in parental role 





Member of foster family 
Parent's friend/acquaintance 









17 Former spouse/partner 
18 Significant other, cohabiting 
19 Significant other 










Other family member: _____ _ 
Other: ___________ _ 
99 Missing: _____ _ 
VICTIM INFORMATION FOR OFFENSE 
For missing or unknown for sex or race information, code "99". 
For missing age, code "98" if adult and "97" if child or juvenile. Otherwise code "99". 
Age Gender Rel. Also coded in offense # 
Codes 
508. Victim One 
509. Victim Two 
510. Victim Three 
511. Victim Four 
512. Victim Five 
513. Victim Six 
514. Victim Seven 
515. APRE 
WHAT ACTS PRECEDED THE OFFENSE?: (circle all that apply) Indicate all acts that occurred prior to offense. DO NOT 
include acts that are part of the offense structure (e.g., prior sex abuse by same offender). 
0 None 7 Verbal enticements 
1 Stalking 8 Grooming 
2 Obscene/harassing phone calls 9 Deception, misrepresentation 
3 Peeping 10 Offender drinking 
4 Verbal threats 11 Other (specify): ________ _ 
5 Physical injury 12 Massages 
6 Play activity 13 Wrestling 
99 Missing 
516. LOCATE 



















Home of victim's relatives or other 
significant person 




DESCRIBE THE LOCATION OF THE OFFENSE: Describe, in words, the location of the offense. The point of this item is to 
code more information than can likely be coded in the preceding question. Report the description as it is reported by the file 
document. 
518. XTPORT 
WAS THE VICTIM MOVED/TRANSPORTED/KIDNAPED FROM ONE SITE TO ANOTHER?: Code movement from one place 
to another place (e.g., the car to the woods. For apartment buildings code movement from one area to another area (e.g., an 
apartment to the basement laundry area/common area or from one apartment to another apartment). 
0 No 
1 Yes 
9 Missing/unable to determine 
519. ACCE 
HOW DID OFFENDER GAIN ACCESS TO THE VICTIM?: (circle all that apply) 
1 Date rape 12 Offered victim money, toys, job 
2 Victim hitchhiking 13 Implied family emergency or illness 
3 Victim jogging/biking 14 Wanted to show victim something 
4 Offender happened upon victim 15 Stalked or lay in wait 
5 Victim babysitting 16 Direct or immE!diate assault 
6 Committed during burglary 17 Posed as authority figure 
7 Previous relationship w/victim (specify);, ____________ _ 
8 Babysitting victim 18 Other:. ___________ _ 
9 Living with victim 30 Unable to determine 
10 Date, sex offense, no penetration 99 Missing 
11 Asked for/offered assistance 
520. COM PL 
HOW DID OFFENDER ACHIEVE VICTIM COMPLIANCE?: (circle all that apply) 
0 No force or threat 10 Physical force 
1 Bribery 11 More force than necessary for act 
2 Intimidation 12 Victim mentally incompetent 
3 Threat of harm to victim 13 Victim physically disabled 
4 Threat of harm to family/friends 14 Victim intoxicated 
5 Inflicted minor injury 15 Victim intoxicated, offender assisted 
6 Inflicted moderate injury 16 Victim asleep 
7 Inflicted severe injury 17 Implicit coercion 
8 Weapon alleged 18 Other (specify):. ________ _ 
19 Deception, misrepresentation 
99 Missing 
521. IMPAC 
OFFENSE IMPACT ON VICTIM: (circle all that apply) Indicate the impact of the offense on the victim , as noted in the file. 
0 No injury indicated 12 Victim attempted suicide 
1 lnjury--required no treatment 13 Victim committed suicide 
2 lnjury--required emergency treatment 14 Victim ran away from home 
3 lnjury--required more than emer. treatment 15 Evidence victim committed sex offense 
4 lnjury--substantial bodily harm after victimization 
5 lnjury--great bodily harm · 16 Other: _________ _ 
6 Severe mental anguish 17 Victim received counseling 
7 Pregnancy 18 Victim placed in foster care 
8 Venereal disease 19 Victim had school problems 
9 Death 20 Victim had work problems 
10 Multiple victims and multiple injuries 21 Victim moved out of the area 
11 Emotional distress 88 NA 99 Missing 
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522. LIVE 
WAS OFFENDER LIVING WITH THE VICTIM AT THE TIME OF THE OFFENSE?: 
0 No 
1 Yes 
2 Yes, at regular intervals but part time 




OFFENDER'S BEHAVIOR CHARACTERISTICS FOR OFFENSE: (circle all that apply) 
1 Kissing 11 Victim forced to masturbate 
2 Digital-vaginal penetration 12 Victim forced to fondle/mast. offender 
3 Digital-anal penetration 13 Foreign object inserted into vagina 
4 Oral penetration by penis 14 Foreign object inserted into anus 
5 Anal penetration by penis 15 Torture/sadistic acts 
6 Vaginal penetration by penis 16 Ritualistic acts or scenario 
7 Offender performed oral sex on victim 17 Victim forced to engage in sex acts with 
8 Offender fondled/touch without penetration animals 
9 Offender masturbated 18 Offender exposed to victim 
10 Victim forced to perform oral sex 19 Other: ___________ _ 
99 Missing 
524. BEHPAT1 
OFFENDER'S BEHAVIOR PATTERN FOR OFFENSE: 
1 Multiple acts, one event contact 
2 Multiple acts, multiple event contacts 
3 Single act, single event contact 
4 Single action, repeated over more than one event contact 
5 Unable to determine behavior pattern 
9 Missing 
525. WPNUSE 
WAS A WEAPON USED IN OFFENSE?: (circle all that apply) 
0 No weapon involved 
1 Feigned/ replica (fake) weapon 
2 Weapon in possession but not used 
3 Weapon used by brandishing, displaying, threatening with, or otherwise employing 
4 Weapon used in attempt to injure victim 
5 Weapon used to injure victim 
6 Weapon used resulting in death of victim 
7 Weapon use unclear 
9 Missing 
526. WPNTYP 
WHAT TYPE OF WEAPON WAS USED IN OFFENSE?: (circle all that apply) 
0 No weapon involved 
1 Feigned/ replica (fake) weapon 
2 Blunt instrument 
3 Knife/ sharp instrument 
4 Semi-automatic firearm 
5 Single-fire firearm (long gun, hand gun) 
6 Machine (automatic) gun or short barreled 




WAS THERE A TRIGGERING EVENT FOR THE PRESENT OFFENSE?: (circle all that apply) Indicate any triggering events 
noted in file prior to this offense. A triggering event is an event that occurred just prior to offense that may have contributed to 
sexual offending (often described as something that made the offender "snap" and/or "pushed him/her over the edge"); it is not 
a long-term circumstance, nor is it behavior that is part of the offense structure. If it is a persistent condition, don't code it as a 
triggering event (e.g., chronic illness of offender, living in poverty). If it can be and/or is used by the offender as justification for 
the offense, don't code it as a triggering event (e.g., victim was dressed seductively and/or coming on to offender, sexual 








No (assessor does not report a triggering event) 




Death of significant person in offender's life 
Birth of child 
7 Marriage/engagement 
8 Financial problems (other than job loss) 
9 Illness/disability of significant person in offender's life 
1 0 Discovery of partner's infidelity 
11 Argument with significant person in offender's life 
12 Change in family structure/living situation (e.g., spouse's elderly parent came to 
13 Anniversary of offender's being sexually abused 
14 Victim becoming same age as offender when offender was sexually abused 
15 Other (specify): _______________ _ 
99 Missing 
528. PLAN 
live in home) 
DID OFFENSE BEHAVIOR INVOLVE PLANNING/GROOMING?: Indicate whether file notes that offense involved planning 
on the part of the offender. This may also be surmised from details of the case (e.g., if offender planned to be at home when 




529. OP PORTY 
DID OFFENSE BEHAVIOR APPEAR TO BE OPPORTUNISTIC?: Indicate whether file notes that offense occurred because 
the offender took advantage of an opportunity that presented itself (e.g., fondled a victim whose bathing suit had come off in 





INDICATE WHICH BEHAVIORS THE OFFENDER ENGAGED IN FOLLOWING THIS OFFENSE: (circle all that apply) 
1 Offender took steps to avoid detection 8 Offender became aggressive/physical 
2 Offender threatened victim and/or victim's family with victim 
3 Offender ordered victim to remain silent about 9 Offender masturbated 
the offense 10 Offender initiated therapy/treatment 
4 Offender gave victim money, gifts, etc. 11 Offender contacted law enforcement 
5 Offender told victim s/he loved him/her 12 Offender told partner/spouse 
6 Offender pleaded with victim not to tell 13 Offender contacted attorney 
7 Offender told victim that no one would believe 14 Other (specify): _________ _ 
him/her ifs/he reported offense 99 Missing 
531. INFLU 
WAS THE OFFENDER UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF DRUGS OR ALCOHOL AT THE TIME THIS OFFENSE WAS 
COMMITTED?: 
0 Not under the influence of drugs or alcohol 
1 Yes, alcohol 




Yes, both alcohol and other drug 
Yes, but type of intoxicant not specified 
Missing 
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APPENDIX C: 1999 MINNESOTA STATUTES 
609.185 Murder in the first degree. 
Whoever does any of the following is guilty of murder in the first degree and shall be sentenced to 
imprisonment for life: · 
( 1) causes the death of a human being with premeditation and with intent to effect the death of the person or of 
another; 
(2) causes the death of a human being while committing or attempting to commit criminal sexual conduct in the 
first or second degree with force or violence, either upon or affecting the person or another; 
(3) causes the death of a human being with intent to effect the death of the person or another, while committing 
or attempting to commit burglary, aggravated robbery, kidnapping, arson in the first or second degree, a drive-
by shooting, tampering with a witness in the first degree, escape from custody, or any felony violation of 
chapter 152 involving the unlawful sale of a controlled substance; 
(4) causes the death of a peace officer or a guard employed at a Minnesota state or local correctional facility, 
with intent to effect the death of that person or another, while the peace officer or guard is engaged in the 
performance of official duties; 
( 5) causes the death of a minor while committing child abuse, when the perpetrator has engaged in a past pattern 
of child abuse upon the child and the death occurs under circumstances manifesting an extreme indifference to 
human life; or 
( 6) causes the death of a human being while committing domestic abuse, when the perpetrator has engaged in a 
past pattern of domestic abuse upon the victim and the death occurs under circumstances manifesting an 
extreme indifference to human life. 
609.342 Criminal sexual conduct in the first degree. 
Subdivision 1. Crime defined. A person who engages in sexual penetration with another person, or in sexual 
contact with a person under 13 years of age as defined in section 609.341, subdivision 11, paragraph (C), is 
guilty of criminal sexual conduct in the first degree if any of the following circumstances exists: 
(a) the complainant is under 13 years of age and the actor is more than 36 months older than the 
complainant. Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a 
defense; 
(b) the complainant is at least 13 years of age but less than 16 years of age and the actor is more than 48 
months older than the complainant and in a position of authority over the complainant. Neither mistake as to 
the complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a defense; 
( c) circumstances existing at the time of the act cause the complainant to have a reasonable fear of 
imminent great bodily harm to the complainant or another; 
( d) the actor is armed with a dangerous weapon or any article used or fashioned in a manner to lead the 
complainant to reasonably believe it to be a dangerous weapon and uses or threatens to use the weapon or 
article to cause the complainant to submit; 
(e) the actor causes personal injury to the complainant, and either of the following circumstances exist: 
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(i) the actor uses force or coercion to accomplish sexual penetration; or 
(ii) the actor knows or has reason to know that the complainant is mentally impaired, mentally 
incapacitated, or physically helpless; 
(f) the actor is aided or abetted by one or more accomplices within the meaning of section 609.05, and 
either of the following circumstances exists: 
(i) an accomplice uses force or coercion to cause the complainant to submit; or 
(ii) an accomplice is armed with a dangerous weapon or any article used or fashioned in a manner to 
lead the complainant reasonably to believe it to be a dangerous weapon and uses or threatens to use 
the weapon or article to cause the complainant to submit; 
(g) the actor has a significant relationship to the complainant and the complainant was under 16 years of 
age at the time of the sexual penetration. Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the act by 
the complainant is a defense; or 
(h) the actor has a significant relationship to the complainant, the complainant was under 16 years of age at 
the time of the sexual penetration, and: 
(i) the actor or an accomplice used force or coercion to accomplish the penetration; 
(ii) the complainant suffered personal injury; or 
(iii) the sexual abuse involved multiple acts committed over an extended period of time. 
Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a defense. 
609.343 Criminal sexual conduct in the second degree. 
Subdivision 1. Crime defined. A person who engages in sexual contact with another person is guilty of 
criminal sexual conduct in the second degree if any of the following circumstances exists: 
(a) the complainant is under 13 years of age and the actor is more than 36 months older than the 
complainant. Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a 
defense. In a prosecution under this clause, the state is not required to prove that the sexual contact was 
coerced; 
(b) the complainant is at least 13 but less than 16 years of age and the actor is more than 48 months older 
than the complainant and in a position of authority over the complainant. Neither mistake as to the 
complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a defense; 
( c) circumstances existing at the time of the act cause the complainant to have a reasonable fear of 
imminent great bodily harm to the complainant _or another; 
( d) the actor is armed with a dangerous weapon or any article used or fashioned in a manner to lead the 
complainant to reasonably believe it to be a dangerous weapon and uses or threatens to use the dangerous 
weapon to cause the complainant to submit; 
(e) the actor causes personal injury to the complainant, and either of the following circumstances exist: 
(i) the actor uses force or coercion to accomplish the sexual contact; or 
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(ii) the actor knows or has reason to know that the complainant is mentally impaired, mentally 
incapacitated, or physically helpless; 
(f) the actor is aided or abetted by one or more accomplices within the meaning of section 609 .05, and 
either of the following circumstances exists: 
(i) an accomplice uses force or coercioJ?- to cause the complainant to submit; or 
(ii) an accomplice is armed with a dangerous weapon or any article used or fashioned in a manner to 
lead the complainant to reasonably believe it to be a dangerous weapon and uses or threatens to use 
the weapon or article to cause the complainant to submit; 
(g) the actor has a significant relationship to the complainant and the complainant was under 16 years of 
age at the time of the sexual contact. Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the act by the 
complainant is a defense; or 
(h) the actor has a significant relationship to the complainant, the complainant was under 16 years of age at 
the time of the sexual contact, and: 
(i) the actor or an accomplice used force or coercion to accomplish the contact; 
(ii) the complainant suffered personal injury; or 
(iii) the sexual abuse involved multiple acts committed over an extended period of time. 
Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a defense. 
609.344 Criminal sexual conduct in the third degree. 
Subdivision 1. Crime defined. A person who engages in sexual penetration with another person is guilty of 
criminal sexual conduct in the third degree if any of the following circumstances exists: 
(a) the complainant is under 13 years of age and the actor is no more than 36 months older than the 
complainant. Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant shall be a 
defense; 
(b) the complainant is at least 13 but less than 16 years of age and the actor is more than 24 months older 
than the complainant. In any such case it shall be an affrrmative defense, which must be proved by a 
preponderance of the evidence, that the actor believes the complainant to be 16 years of age or older. If the 
actor in such a case is no more than 48 months but more than 24 months older than the complainant, the actor 
may be sentenced to imprisonment for not more than five years. Consent by the complainant is not a defense; 
( c) the actor uses force or coercion to accomplish the penetration; 
( d) the actor knows or has reason to know that the complainant is mentally impaired, mentally 
incapacitated, or physically helpless; 
( e) the complainant is at least 16 but less than 18 years of age and the actor is more than 48 months older 
than the complainant and in a position of authority over the complainant. Neither mistake as to the 
complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a defense; 
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(f) the actor has a significant relationship to the complainant and the complainant was at least 16 but under 
18 years of age at the time of the sexual penetration. Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to 
the act by the complainant is a defense; 
(g) the actor has a significant relationship to the complainant, the complainant was at least 16 but under 18 
years of age at the time of the sexual penetration, and: 
(i) the actor or an accomplice used force or coercion to accomplish the penetration; 
(ii) the complainant suffered personal injury; or 
(iii) the sexual abuse involved multiple acts committed over an extended period of time. 
Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a defense; 
(h) the actor is a psychotherapist and the complainant is a patient of the psychotherapist and the sexual 
penetration occurred: 
(i) during the psychotherapy session; or 
I 
(ii) outside the psychotherapy session if an ongoing psychotherapist-patient relationship exists. 
Consent by the complainant is not a defense; 
(i) the actor is a psychotherapist and the complainant is a former patient of the psychotherapist and the 
former patient is emotionally dependent upon the psychotherapist; 
G) the actor is a psychotherapist and the complainant is a patient or former patient and the sexual 
penetration occurred by means of therapeutic deception. Consent by the complainant is not a defense; 
(k) the actor accomplishes the sexual penetration by means of deception or false representation that the 
penetration is for a bona fide medical purpose. Consent by the complainant is not a defense; or 
(1) the actor is or purports to be a member of the clergy, the complainant is not married to the actor, and: 
(i) the sexual penetration occurred during the course of a meeting in which the complainant sought 
or received religious or spiritual advice, aid, or comfort from the actor in private; or 
(ii) the sexual penetration occurred during a period of time in which the complainant was meeting 
on an ongoing basis with the actor to seek or receive religious or spiritual advice, aid, or comfort in 
private. 
Consent by the complainant is not a defense. 
609.345 Criminal sexual conduct in the fourth degree. 
Subdivision 1. Crime defined. A person who engages in sexual contact with another person is guilty of 
criminal sexual conduct in the fourth degree if any of the following circumstances exists: 
(a) the complainant is under 13 years of age and the actor is no more than 36 months older than the 
complainant. Neither mistake as to the complainant's age or consent to the act by the complainant is a defense. 
In a prosecution under this clause, the state is not required to prove that the sexual contact was coerced; 
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(b) the complainant is at least 13 but less than 16 years of age and the actor is more than 48 months older 
than the complainant or in a position of authority over the complainant. Consent by the complainant to the act 
is not a defense. In any such case, it shall be an affirmative defense which must be proved by a preponderance 
of the evidence that the actor believes the complainant to be 16 years of age or older; 
( c) the actor uses force or coercion to accomplish the sexual contact; 
( d) the actor knows or has reason to know that the complainant is mentally impaired, mentally 
incapacitated, or physically helpless; 
( e) the complainant is at least 16 but less than 18 years of age and the actor is more than 48 months older 
than the complainant and in a position of authority over the complainant. Neither mistake as to the 
complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a defense; 
(f) the actor has a significant relationship to the complainant and the complainant was at least 16 but under 
18 years of age at the time of the sexual contact. Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the 
act by the complainant is a defense; 
(g) the actor has a significant relationship to the complainant, the complainant was at least 16 but under 18 
years of age at the time of the sexual contact, and: 
(i) the actor or an accomplice used force or coercion to accomplish the contact; 
(ii) the complainant suffered personal injury; or 
(iii) the sexual abuse involved multiple acts committed over an extended period of time. 
Neither mistake as to the complainant's age nor consent to the act by the complainant is a defense; 
(h) the actor is a psychotherapist and the complainant is a patient of the psychotherapist and the sexual 
contact occurred: 
(i) during the psychotherapy session; or 
(ii) outside the psychotherapy session if an ongoing psychotherapist-patient relationship exists. 
Consent by the complainant is not a defense; 
(i) the actor is a psychotherapist and the complainant is a former patient of the psychotherapist and the 
former patient is emotionally dependent upon the psychotherapist; 
G) the actor is a psychotherapist and the complainant is a patient or former patient and the sexual contact 
occurred by means of therapeutic deception. Consent by the complainant is not a defense; 
(k) the actor accomplishes the sexual contact by means of deception or false representation that the contact 
is for a bona fide medical purpose. Consent by the complainant is not a defense; or 
(1) the actor is or purports to be a member of the clergy, the complainant is not married to the actor, and: 
(i) the sexual contact occurred during the course of a meeting in which the complainant sought or 
received religious or spiritual advice, aid, or comfort from the actor in private; or 
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(ii) the sexual contact occurred during a period of time in which the complainant was meeting on _an, 
ongoing basis with the actor to seek or receive religious or spiritual advice, aid, or comfort in 
private. 
Consent by the complainant is not a defense. 
609.3451 Criminal sexual conduct in the fifth degree. 
Subdivision 1. Crime defined. A person is guilty of criminal sexual conduct in the fifth degree: 
(I) if the person engages in nonconsensual sexual contact; or 
(2) the person engages in masturbation or lewd exhibition of the genitals in the presence of a minor under the 
age of 16, knowing or having reason to know the minor is present. 
For purposes of this section, "sexual contact" has the meaning given in section 609.341 , subdivision 11, 
paragraph (a), clauses (i) and (iv), but does not include the intentional touching of the clothing covering the 
immediate area of the buttocks. Sexual contact also includes the intentional removal or attempted removal of 
clothing covering the complainant's intimate parts or undergarments, and the nonconsensual touching by the 




Alexander, Jr., R. (1993). The civil commitment of sex offenders in light of Foucha 
V. Louisiana. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 20(4), 371-387. 
Barbaree, H. E., & Marshall, W. L. (1988). Deviant sexual arousal, offense history, 
and demographic variables as predictors of reoffense among child molesters. Behavioral 
Sciences & the Law, 6(2), 267-280. 
Berliner, L. (1996). Community notification of sex offenders: A new tool or a false 
promise? Journal oflnterpersonal Violence, 11(2), 294-295. 
Blackburn, R. (1993). The Psychology of Criminal Conduct: Theory, Research and 
Practice. New York: John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
Dietz, P. E., Hazelwood, R.R., & Warren, J. (1990). The sexually sadistic criminal 
and his offenses. Bulletin of the American Academy of Psychiatry and the Law, 18(2), 163-
178. 
Epperson, D. L., Kaul, J. D., & Hesselton, D. (1998). Final Report on the 
Development of the Minnesota Sex Offender Screening Too~-Revised (MnSOST-R). Paper 
presented at the Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers. 
Finkelhor, D. (1986). A Sourcebook on Child Sex Abuse. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
Furby, L., Weinrott, M. R., & Blackshaw, L. (1989). Sex offender recidivism: A 
review. Psychological Bulletin, 105(1), 3-30. 
Furr, K. D. (1993). Prediction of sexual or violent recidivism among sexual offenders: 
A comparison of prediction instruments. Annals of Sex Research, 6, 271-286. 
GratZ:er, T., & Bradford, J.M. (1995). Offender and offense characteristics of sexual 
sadists: A comparative study. Journal of Forensic Sciences, 40(3), 450-455. 
81 
Hall, G. (1995). Sexual offender recidivism revisited: A meta-analysis ofrecent 
treatment studies. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 63(5), 802-809. 
Hall, G. & Hirschman, R. (1992). Sexual aggression against children: A conceptual 
perspective of etiology. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 19(1 ), 8-23. 
Hall, G., Maiuro, R. D., Vitaliano, P. P., & Proctor, W. C. (1986). The utility of the 
MMPI with men who have sexually assaulted children. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 54( 4), 493-496. 
Hall, G. & Proctor, W. C. (1987). Criminological predictors ofrecidivism in a sexual 
offender population. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 55(1 ), 111-112. 
Hanson, R. K., & Bussiere, M. T. (1998). Predicting relapse: A meta-analysis of 
sexual offender recidivism studies. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 66, 348-
362. 
Hanson, R. K., Scott, H., & Steffy, R. A. (1995). A comparison of child molesters and 
nonsexual criminals: Risk predictors and long-term recidivism. Journal of Research in Crime 
and Delinquency, 32(3), 325-337. 
Hanson, R. K., Steffy, R. A., & Gauthier, R. (1993). Long-term recidivism of child 
molesters. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 61(4), 646-652. 
Harris, G. T., Rice, M. E., & Quinsey, V. L. (1993). Violent recidivism of mentally 
disordered offenders: The development of a statistical prediction instrument. Criminal 
Justice and Behavior, 20(4), 315-335. 
Holmes, W. C., & Slap, G. B. (1998). Sexual abuse of boys: Definition, prevalence, 
correlates, sequelae, and management. JAMA: Journal of the American Medical 
Association, 280(21), 1855-1862. 
82 
Koss, M. P. (1993). Detecting the scope of rape: A review of prevalence research 
methods. Journal oflnterpersonal Violence, 8(2), 198-222. 
Lieb, R. (1996). Community Notification Laws: "A step toward more effective 
solutions." Journal oflnterpersonal Violence, 11(2), 298-300. 
MacCulloch, M. J., Snowden, P.R., Wood, P. J. W., & Mills, H. E. (1983). Sadistic 
fantasy, sadistic behaviour and offending. British Journal of Psychiatry, 143, 20-29. 
Marshall, W. L., Jones, R., Ward, T., Johnston, P., & Barbaree, H. E. (1991). 
Treatment outcome with sex offenders. Clinical Psychology Review, 11, 465-485. 
Martinez, Jr. R. (1997). Predictors of serious violent recidivism. Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence, 12(2), 216-228. 
McNiel, D. E., & Binder, R. L. (1994). Screening for risk of inpatient violence: 
Validation of an actuarial tool. Law and Human Behavior, 18(5), 579-586. 
Menzies, R., & Webster, C. D. (1995). Construction and validation of risk 
assessments in a six-year follow-up of forensic patients: A tridimensional analysis. Journal of 
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 63(5), 766-778. 
Monahan, J. (1981 ). Predicting violent behavior: An assessment of clinical 
techniques. California: Sage Publications, Inc. 
Mossman, D. (1994). Assessing predictions of violence: Being accurate about 
accuracy. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 62( 4), 783-792. 
Petrosino, A. J., & Petrosino, C. (1999). The public safety potential of Megan's Law 
in Massachusetts: An assessment from a sample of criminal sexual psychopaths. Crime & 
Delinquency, 45(1), 140-158. 
83 
Prentky, R. A. (1996). Community notification and constructive risk reduction. 
Journal oflntetpersonal Violence, 11(2), 295-298. 
Quinsey, V. L. (1981). The baserate problem and the prediction of dangerousness: A 
reappraisal. The Journal of Psychiatry and Law, 8, 329-340. 
Quinsey, V. L. (1986). Men who have sex with children. In D. N. Weisstub (Ed.), 
Law and mental health: International perspectives (pp. 140-172). Elmsford, NY: Pergamon 
Press. 
Quinsey, V. L., Lalumiere, M. L., Rice, M. E., & Harris, G. T. (1995). Predicting 
sexual offenses. In J.C. Campbell (Ed.), Assessing dangerousness: violence by sexual 
offenders, batterers, and child abusers (pp. 114-137). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Quinsey, V. L., Rice, M. E., & Harris, G. T. (1995). Actuarial prediction of sexual 
recidivism. Journal oflntemersonal Violence, 10(1 ), 85-105. 
Rice, M. E., & Harris, G. T. (1997). Cross-validation and extension of the violence 
risk appraisal guide for child molesters and rapists. Law and Human Behavior, 21 (2), 231-
241. 
Rice, M. E., Quinsey, V. L., & Harris, G. T. (1991). Sexual recidivism among child 
molesters released from a maximum security psychiatric institution. Journal of Consulting 
and Clinical Psychology, 59(3), 381-386. 
Serin, R. C. (1996). Violent recidivism in criminal psychopaths. Law and Human 
Behavior, 20(2), 207-217. 
Villeneuve, D. B., & Quinsey, V. L. (1995). Predictors of general and violent 
recidivism among mentally disordered inmates. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 22(4), 397-
410. 
84 
Vogeltanz, N. D., Wilsnack, S. C., Harris, T. R., Wilsnack, R. W., Wonderlich, S. A., 
& Kristjanson, A. F. (1999). Prevalence and risk factors for childhood sexual abuse in 
women: National survey findings. Child Abuse and Neglect, 23(6), 579-592. 
Warren, J. I., Reboussin, R., Hazelwood, R.R., & Wright, J. A. (1991). Prediction of 
rapist type and violence from verbal, physical, and sexual scales. Journal of Interpersonal 
Violence, 6(1), 55-67. 
